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This Number commences our Second Volume. The completion 
of our edition of Statutes, with Index, &., the completion 
of the series of articles on ‘‘ The tion of the Year,” 
and the General Index, will be published as a gratuitous 
ama to our First Volume before the end of the 
month. 
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THE CASE OF “CHAPMAN v. VAN TOLL.” 


The Court of Queen’s Bench has this week decided 
a point of great interest and importance to the pro- 
fession. Our readers will probably remember the cases 
of Chapman v. Van Toll and Van Toll v. Chapman, 
tried before Lord Campbell in the summer, in which so 
hard a measure of justice was dealt to an attorney, 
and so extraordinary an amount of damages was awarded 
to a client. In the first case, the attorney sued the 
client for his costs in conducting an action brought on a 
bond, and a verdict was given, under Lord Campbell’s 
direction, for the defendant, on the ground that the 
attorney had been guilty of negligence, and that, instead 
of proceeding, as he did, in the regular course to try 
the action, he ought to have applied, under the 
Common Law Procedure Act, for a reference to a 
Master. In the second case, the client sued the attorney 
for damages in satisfaction of the loss sustained by the 
debtor not being made to pay at as early a time as would 
have been possible, if a reference had been made at once, 
instead of the action being prolonged to the stage when 
it was ready to be submitted to a jury. The circum- 
stances of the second case were so singular, that it may, 
perhaps, be worth while to recall them more distinctly 
to the recollection of our readers. The client wasa lady, 
and she had lent on bond, to a Captain Roberts, 
a sum of money, of which £744 was still unpaid. At 
no time after the issuing of the writ was it in the power 
of Captain Roberts to pay the money, but he was 
married about a month after the writ was issued ; and 
it appeared that, on his being arrested by another cre- 
ditor immediately after his marriage, his father-in- 
law paid off the debt for which he was arrested. There 
was a chance—a very vague and doubtful chance—that 
as the father-in-law had paid one debt, he might have 
paid another, although much larger, provided the bride- 
groom could have been arrested on a judgment obtained 
by Mrs. Van Toll before the honeymoon was over. The 
jury rated this probability so highly that they gave the 
client a verdict for £644, only £100 short of the whole 
sum claimed on the bond. ‘This week a rule for a new 
trial has been made absolute in each case. The damages 
in the second case were so absurdly excessive that a new 
trial was not really a matter of doubt. But the point at 
issue in the first case was much more doubtful. It 
was decided by three of the puisne judges, in opposition 
to the opinion of Lord Campbell, and the decision will 
be one of great practical consequence to the profession. 

The provision of the Act is that, if, at any time after 
the issuing of the writ, it shall be made to appear, to the 
satisfaction of the Court or a judge, that the matter in 
dispute consists wholly, or in part, of matters of mere 
account, which cannot conveniently be tried in the 
ordinary way, then the Court or judge shall have 
power to refer the matter to an arbitrator, to a county 
court judge, or toa Master. All the judges agreed in 
saying, that if, in any particular case, it is clear that a 





matter cannot be tried in the ordinary way, the attorney 
is bound to take advantage of the machinery provided 
by the Act, and would be guilty of negligence if he 
failed to do so. But the judges differed—first, on the 
point whether the circumstances in the case of Van 
Toll v. Roberts clearly imposed this duty on the attorney; 
and, secondly, as to the course which it was incumbent 
on the attorney to take in doubtful cases. After Captain 
Roberts had been served with the writ, but before 
ulterior proceedings had been taken, he wrote to Mrs. 
Van Toll, acknowledging the debt, but alleging that 
he had made payments on account. The fact of 
these payments having been made was denied by 
Mrs, foo Toll. Under these circumstances, what 
was the course which Mr. Chapman, as attorney 
for the plaintiff, ought to have taken? Lord 
Campbell says that, directly the debt was admitted, the 
matter in question was one merely of account. No- 
thing remained to be done, except to see how much 
was due. Mr. Chapman ought, therefore, to have 
made an application to a judge, and if the case had been 
referred to a master, judgment for the real sum due 
might have been obtained almost immediately. Instead 
of this, he delivered a declaration, to which the de- 
fendant pleaded ; he prepared briefs, and retained coun- 
sel ; and then, just as the trial was coming on, the counsel 
on both sides agreed that the case was one which ought to 
be referred, and it accordingly was referred; and, after 
the Master had gone through exactly the same process 
as he would have gone through six months sooner on a 
judge’s order, judgment was obtained in January in- 
stead of July, Captain Roberts having, in the mean- 
time, become insolvent.’ ‘If, in such a case,” said Lord 
Campbell, ‘‘ an attorney is not to be punished for throw- 
ing away money so uselessly, the salutary provision of 
the Act will be frittered away.” The puisne judges, on 
the other hand, said that the Act expressly gave the 
power to refer cases only when it was apparent that 
they could not be tried in the ordinary way. Now, 
here there was a single issue of fact raised—did Captain 
Roberts pay a certain sum of money on a particular day 
or days? There were no cross accounts, no questions 
as to items or overcharge. Why should not a jury de- 
termine a definite issue of fact? ‘Had an application 
for a reference in such a case been made to me,” said 
Mr. Justice Erle, “‘I should have refused it. I should 
have said that I was excluded from entertaining it by 
the words of the Act.” Whether this is or is not the 
right construction of the Act is another matter; but 
when a judge of the high reputation of Mr. Justice Erle 
says that he should have refused the application if it 
had been made, it is impossible to say that it is negli- 
gence in an attorney not to have made it. 

As a general rule, Lord Campbell evidently consi- 
dered that an attorney who is not certain as to the 

ropriety of submitting to a jury a case entrusted to 
him, is bound to apply to a judge and obtain the judge’s 
direction. It appears to be his Lordship’s view that, if 
such a rule were established, it would tend most 
materially to increase the probability of recourse 
being had to the new machinery provided by the 
Act, and to a consequent saving of time and money 
to litigants, Mr. Justice Erle, on the contrary, consi- 
dered that the establishment of such a rule would do 
great harm, and inflict a great amount of unn 
expense on the public. He was anxious to have it 
expressly understood, that the Court, by making the rule 
absolute in Chapman v. Van Toll, meant to declare that 
such a course was no part of an attorney’s duty. “It 
would have been extremely pernicious,” he said, “if 
the decision of the Court had been the other way; for, 
in that case, whenever there was an allegation of part 
payment, or, generally, whenever there was an admis- 
sion of the debt, an attorney would be obliged to take 
out a summons in order to protect himself.” A very 
large portion of the suitors of the kingdom would thus 
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have to go through a preliminary rehearsal before a 
judge, in order to ascertain whether they might go 
before a jury or not. The remarkable cases of Chapman 
v. Van Toll and Van Toll vy. Chapman, have therefore 
resulted in establishing a very important practical pro- 
position, viz., that an attorney who thinks that there is 
no manifest impossibility of a case entrusted to him 
being satisfactorily decided by a jury, is at liberty to 
carry the proceedings on to a trial without making any 
previous application to a judge to see whether the 
judge’s opinion coincides with his own, 


<>. 
wr 


COUNSEL’S AUTHORITY TO BIND THE CLIENT. 


Nearly ten months ago we drew the attention of our 
readers to the case of Swinfen y. Swinfen, which, about 
that time, was discussed, and in a certain sense decided, 
in the Court of Common Pleas. It related to the 
question, whether counsel have a right to make a com- 
promise binding on their client, in the absence of the 
client, and without his special authority. The argument 
on that occasion arose on the discussion of a rule for 
an attachment to compel Mrs, Swinfen to carry out the 
terms of a compromise made on her behalf, but against 
her directions, in consequence of facts which came to 
the knowledge of her counsel (Sir F, Thesiger) after 
her directions had been given. Mr, Justice Crowder 
thought that an attachment ought not to issue. Justices 
Cresswell and Williams thought it ought; and as the 
Court was not unanimous, Mr. Justice Crowder’s view 
prevailed. From the special nature of the circum- 
stances of the case, the decision, as we pointed out in 
our former article, was strangely narrow ; nor do we 
think, that, by returning to the subject of its intricacies, 
our readers would either be interested or instructed— 
especially as, from the form which the procnesings took, 
the recorded and reported decision of the Court rests 
upon the authority of a single judge, who differed from 
two of his brethren. So far as they went, however, 
the proceedings in the Common Pleas certainly tended 
to restrain the power of the legal advisers of litigants to 
make compromises on their account, for they afforded a 
qualified authority to the proposition that an attach- 
ment would not issue to enforce the performance of 
such an agreement. 

The matter, however, was not allowed to rest in this 
strangely unsettled condition. The parties interested 
have, since their litigation at common law, applied to 
the Master of the Rolls to direct the trial of another issue 
to decide the original question, on the ground that he 
could not regard the result of the former proceedings as 
final. Judgment was given in the cause on Tuesda 
last to the effect that a new trial must be granted, 
The report of the case appears this day, and it will 
be seen on perusal of it that the argument of the 
Master of the Rolls is based, at any rate, upon suf- 
ficiently broad principles, and is supported by powerful 
reasoning. It lays down in the plainest terms the doc- 
trine that solicitors and d fortiori counsel cannot make 
compromises binding on their clients without an express 
authority for that purpose. No such authority, it is 
said, is implied in intrusting to an attorney the conduct 
of a suit—for a compromise is, in effect, a sale to the 
opposite party, and it is clear that the attorney cannot 
sell to a stranger. It is further observed, that if the 
practice were legally recognised, it would tend to shake 
the confidence which the Courts, and especially the 
Courts of Chancery, are at present in the habit of re- 
posing in counsel and attorneys; for when the legal 
agent said, ‘+I consent,” it might be that he consented, 
not on account of his client’s instructions, but because 
his own individual opinion was that that course would 
be for the client’s interest. Considering the extent of 
consent business which is daily transacted before the 
Courts of Equity, it is most important that this confi- 
dence should not be impaired. That the Court does 








look to the personal consent of the party to the suit, 
and not to that of his advisers, is obvious from the facts 
that the consent of married women must be given 
personally, and that infants are not allowed to consent 
unless the proper officer of the Court is satisfied that it 
is for their interest that they should do so. 

Nothing, as we have already observed, can be 
broader than these grounds, and it would be very hard 
to answer the arguments by which the application to 
the particular case in question is supported and illus- 
trated. They do not, however, entirely settle the ques- 
tion; for the common law courts have shown a strong 
leaning to the other view of the subject, and we may 
thus be treated to the spectacle of one of those conflicts 
between Court and Court which occasionally occur, and 
set in the strongest light the principal defect of the 
English administration of justice—its want of unity and 
system. Some considerations of convenience, no doubt, 
may be urged in favour of what we must, we suppose, 
call the common law view of the subject. The fact that 
the practice of settling cases between legal advisers has 
so long obtained, shows that it has not been, on the 
whole, epprenive orineconvenient, It is a sort of prac- 
tice which could scarcely have arisen unless it had been 
recommended by its convenience; and we think that 
few people who have had any practical experience ot 
the changes and chances of courts can doubt that 
things turn out so strangely, that difficulties about the 
effect or the admissibility of evidence may arise so un- 
expectedly, and, in a word, that the tides in the affairs 
of trials ebb and flow in so irregular a manner, that, 
unless an authority to effect such compromises is given, 
the client may frequently be ruined by an unavoidable 
absence. It ought also to be remembered, that, in 
practice, those who conduct a case do and must exercise 
the strongest influence over its result. Counsel, for 
example, have an undoubted right to exercise q dis- 
cretion as to the calling of witnesses. It would not be 
difficult to imagine cases in which, by refusing to call 
a particular person, a compromise would be absolutely 
necessitated ; or, to suppose a still more extreme case, 
aman says, ‘‘ You ought to compromise, and if you refuse 
to do so, I will throw up my brief.” What would be the 
client’s remedy? It appears to follow from this, that 
legal advisers have, and cannot but have, the power, in 
many cases, to effect a compromise; and it would seem 
natural to infer that that fact enters into the consider- 
ation of those who employ them, and ought, therefore, 
to form a part of the ordinary contract on the subject. 

The controversy will scarcely be allowed to drop at 
its present stage, and an appeal from the judgment of 
the Master of the Rolls is probable, To each branch 
of the legal profession it is, of course, a matter of indif- 
ference which way the question is settled. No prudent 
person would, under existing circumstances, either pro- 
pose or accept a compromise except in the presence of 

oth parties to the proceedings; and such a state of 
things, no doubt, relieves the profession from an anxious 
and, in many ways, a very thankless task ; but we feel 
very considerable doubts whether what is certainly in 
penne a considerable abridgment of its powers will be 
und to be a convenience to suitors. 


La. 


Legal Netus. 


In a leading article last week we referred to the 
murder of Mrs. Bacon “ by her son”—meaning the 
notorious Thomas Fuller Bacon, who was convicted at 
the Lincoln Summer Assizes of administering poison 
with intent to kill his mother. A correspondent fears 
that, without this explanation, our observations might be 
supposed to refer to a Kentish cate of murder of a 
Mrs, Bacon, who, as our correspondent states, was 
killed not by her son but by a female servant. 
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COURT OF CHANCERY.—Nov. 10. 


(Before the Logp CuaNcELLor and the Lorps Jusricus or 
APPEAL.) 

Henry and Others y. The Great Northern Railway Company. 

The question involved is one of the utmost importance to the 
preference shareholders of the company, as affecting the value of 
their shares, and pecuniarily interests them to the extent of 
£85,000. The net revenue of the company applicable to divi- 
dend for the half-year ending the 31st of December, 1856, was 
248,928i. 5s. 8d., and of this sum £85,000 would, under ordi- 
nary circumstances, have gone to pay the dividends on the 
preference shares of the company. The loss, however, sustained 
by the company through the frauds of Leopold Redpath 
amounted to nearly the sum applicable to dividend; and the 
directors, in order to free the company from its perplexed con- 
dition through the valid and forged stock being mixed together, 
obtained an Act of Parliament in August last requiring them to 
apply the above-mentioned 248,923/. 5s. 8d. in paying the loss 
incurred by the company through the frauds of Redpath. This 
was done, and the trifling balance that remained was wholly 
inadequate for the payment of the dividends on the preference 
shares. Under these circumstances, when the time arrived for 
declaring another dividend in July last, the preference share- 
holders ¢laimed to be paid their full dividends from June, 1856, 
before any portion of the company’s reyenue was appropriated 
towards a dividend on the ordinary stock of the company, and 
filed their bill to obtain a declaration to that effect, The Vice- 
Chancellor made a decree in accordance with the prayer of the 
bill; hence the present appeal. The first question is—What are 
the rights of the preference shareholders under the several Acts 
of Parliament authorising their creation? Are they entitled to 
be paid their fixed dividends per annum in full out of a second 
half-yearly dividend when the profits for the first half-year 
were insufficient for the payment of their half-yearly fixed diyi- 
dends? The second question is—To what extent are the pre- 
ference shareholders affected by the Act of last session, requiring 
the directors to apply the revenue applicable to dividend for the 
half-year ending December the 31st, 1856, to make good the 
loss sustained by the company ? 

The Attorney-General, for the appellants, observed, that in 
none of the Acts creating preference shares was there to be found 
any clause guaranteeing a dividend. All that was secured to 
the preference shareholders was a priority for the payment of 
their dividends, from time to time, out of the profits of the com- 
pany, if there were any profits. The Act of last session freed 
the matter from all doubt. The preference shareholders could 
not, under the circumstances that had arisen, have received any 
dividend, except under the authority of that Act. Previous to 
the passing of that Act, the 243,923/. 5s. 8d. was no man’s 
money, for, in consequence of the amount of spurious stock that 
was mixed up with and undistinguishable from the valid stock, 
it was impossible to say to whom this money belonged. The 
object of that Act was to enable the company, through their 
directors, to deal with the amount in a particular way, which 
plainly evinced that the Legislature intended all the shareholders 
of the company to contribute pro ratd towards their common 
loss. That Act absolutely and finally disposed of the money, 
and made the calamity which had befallen the company, and was 
common to all, fall upon all the members of the company alike. 
It was a mistake to suppose that the preference shareholders were 
creditors of the company. They were partners, and therefore 
liable to bear their fair share in the losses and misfortunes of the 
company. The 3rd section of the Act was a Parliamentary dis- 
position of the 248,923. 5s. 8d., and was binding upon all 
parties. The Legislature was well aware, at the time of the 
passing of the Act, that the sum proposed to be dealt with was 
more than sufficient to pay the claims of the preference share- 
holders, and yet it authorised the application of the money to a 
totally different purpose. This clause exonerated the directors, 
and precluded the preference shareholders from making any 
claim for dividend on the half-year ending in December, 1856, 
except out of the surplus that might remain after payment of 
the company’s loss. 

Lord Justice Knraur Bruce.—lIt strikes me that the remedy 
in this case is, as it frequently happens to be in other cases, 
worse than the disease. The Act of Parliament seems a very 
dreadful affair, construe it whichever way you will—that is, if 
you can construe it at all. 

The Attorney-General—To exempt the preference share- 
holders from any share in the company’s losses would be to 
treat them as creditors, when, in point of fact, they were part- 
ners; and to grant their claim would be to ignore altogether an 





Act of Parliament: on these grounds, he would submit that the 
judgment of the Court below could not stand. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR.—My difficulty is, that I am called 
upon te decide a question of law as to what is the meaning of 
preference shares. I do not feel myself competent to decide what 
are the incidents and advantages belonging to preference shares. 


COURT OF EXCHEQUER.—WNov. 12. 
In re Knipe. 

Mr. Garth renewed an application to strike the name of 
an attorney off the roll of this court on the ground of certain 
alleged acts of misconduct, The question was, whether the 
Court would make the rule absolute—the Law Society, with 
which body the proceedings originated, net having been able 
to effect the personal service. Notwithstanding that great 
exertions had been made and inquiries instituted in all possible 
places where the individual in question was likely to be met 
with, the rule had not yet been served, there being no doubt 
that he purposely kept out of the way. 

The Court having expressed strong doubt as to the pro- 
priety of making the rule absolute under the circumstances, 

Mr. Garth stated that the name was a singular one, and 
there was little chance of the Court going wrong if the rule 
were to be made absolute. However, if they thought that it 
was right that such a person should remain on their roll, they 
would of course discharge the application. 

Mr. Baron Bramwe_i.—You assume, very erroneously, 
that the Court wishes to retain a person who is alleged te 
have been guilty of improper practice on the roll of attor- 
neys. We wish to do no such thing. 

The Cuter Baron.—It is, no doubt, a very wrong thing 
that an attorney should be allowed to practise as an officer 
of this court when he is shown to have abused that privilege ; 
but it would be an equally wrong thing to strike an attorney 
off the roll for malpractices without proof of personal service. 
If it be necessary to make personal service of a rule calling on 
an attorney to answer the matters of an affidavit, it must be 
equally desirable that the same strictness should prevail where 
it is sought to strike him off the roll. We must adhere to the 
usual practice, and refuse to make this rule absolute. 

Rule dischgrged accordingly. 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. — Nov. 10. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner FonBLaNQuve. ) 
Tue British Banx.—In re Goddard. 

The bankrupt was a provision dealer of London-wall and 
elsewhere. 

A proof against his estate for £1,800, as accruing from calls 
upon new shares in the Royal British Bank, was tendered by 
Messrs. Amory, Travers, ¢ Smith, on behalf of Mr. R. P. 
Harding, the official manager of the bank. 

It was suggested by Mr. Linklater, as representing the 
assignees both of the Royal British Bank and Geddard, that the 
proof should stand over until a final decision had been obtained 
in the ease of Brockwell. Brockwell, who held some of these 
new shares, had obtained the removal of his name from the list 
of contributories, on the ground that the shares had been issued 
in fraud. An appeal from that decision would probably have to 
be decided by the House of Lords. 

His Honour thought the best course was to admit the proof; 
the dividend to be withheld until Brockwell’s case had been 
decided. 

(Before Mr. Commissioner Hotroyp.)}—Nov. 12. 
In re Householders’ Genuine Bread and Flour Company (Limited). 

This was the day appointed for deciding on the question 
raised by the petition of Mr. Brooks, a contributory, as to 
whether this company should be wound up under the super 
intendence of this Court. 

Mr. Hone objected te any order being made. There was 
nothing to wind up, all claims, with the exception of £160, 
having been paid by Mr. Edward Lacy, the late manager, who, 
in accordance with a resolution unanimously passed on the 8th 
of July, had taken all the assets, he undertaking to pay the 
debts of the company. He considered Mr. Brooks had ad 
this course to get back, if he could, part of £200 he had paid for 
fifty shares. The statement in the petition of the debts being 
£1400 was totally false, and other allegations of shares being 
taken up without sufficient payment was untrue. He could, if 
necessary, support these statements by affidavits. 

No m appeared in support of the petition, which the 
Court thereupon dismissed with costs. 
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Shortly after this decision had been given, 

Mr. Roxburgh entered the court, and said he appeared to sup- 
port Mr. Brooks’s petition. The hour appointed for the meeting 
was endorsed on his brief “ 12 o’clock.” There would appear to 
have been a mistake or misunderstanding as to the hour (11 
o'clock). Under the circumstances he asked for an adjournment 
to a future day. 

The Commissioner said, no legal gentleman having appeared, 
and no one having attended to state the cause of absence, the 
petition had been dismissed. He could not re-open the case. 
Mr. Brooks might obtain a re-hearing, with the consent of the 
other side, on payment of the costs of the day, or he could 
appeal to the superior court. ' 

After a protracted discussion it was understood that Mr. 
Brooks would appeal. 


(Before Mr. Commissioner GouLBURN.) 


In re The London, Harwich, and Continental Steam-packet 
Company (Limited). 

An order absolute having been made for winding up the 
above company, this was a sitting to settle the list of con- 
tributories. 

The company, it may be stated, was announced in the 
form of £100,000 capital, in 10,000 shares of £10 each, with 
power to increase. The trustees were—Mr. David Wad- 
dington, M.P., Mr. John Bagshaw, M.P., and Colonel William 
Petrie Waugh; the directors—Colonel W. P. Waugh, Mr. 
Robert L. Leckie, George-street, Portman-square; Mr. William 
Shaw, 1, Kensington-park-terrace; Mr. Gregor Grant, late 
Chairman of the Oriental Bank, Bombay; Mr. F. C. Zillesen, 
Director of the Dutch-Rhenish Railway Company, Amsterdam ; 
Sir Henry Dtrrant, Bart., Scotton-hall, Norfolk ; Mr. Henry 
Ward, 1, Albany; Mr. John E. Panter, Director of the St. 
George’s Insurance Company, Pall-mall, and Fulham; Mr. 
Andrew Walls, Lioyd’s, and 11, Leadenhall-street; and 
Captain Raymond, Albion-square, Dalston, Managing Director 
of the Steam Vessels. 

After a protracted discussion as to forms of procedure the 
following names were placed on the list of contributories :— 
Mr. William Briggs, banker, Halifax, Yorkshire; the Rev. 
Francis Curtis, St. Leonard’s Colchester; Mr. John G. 
Davenport, No. 1. Adelphi-terrace; Mr. James Foster, 14, 
Denbigh-terrace Pimlico; Mr. Gregor Grant, 4, Great Russell- 
street; Mr. T. H. Lewis; Mr George Hodkinson, Police-court, 
Southwark; Mr. Robert L. Leckie; Mr. Herman Meyer, 
22, Essex-street, Mile-end; Mr. Charles Newton, 16, King 
William-street; Captain Walter Raymond; Mr. William 
Shaw; Mr. Robert Scovell, near Southampton, merchant, 
otherwise labourer. 

Mr. Daniel Twist, of Rotterdam, merchant, denied his 
liability, on the ground that he had been induced to take shares 
by fraudulent representations—viz. that all the shares had 
been taken by bond fide persons. 

Mr. Harrison, on his behalf, thought the decision in this case 
would be governed by the case of “ Brockwell” before Vice- 
Chancellor Kindersley. 

The Commissioner said, the affidavit in support of the 
objection was much too general, and that he had no juris- 
diction to determine questions of alleged fraud. 

Name retained. 

The names of Captain Ward; Mr. Andrew Wall, 11, 
Leadenhall-street; Mr. Atkins Wilson, Copenhagen-street, 
Islington; and Colonel William Petrie Waugh, were also 
retained on the list. 

The consideration of certain other names having been 
deferred, and those of Mr. Cobbold, M.P., Sir H. Durrant, 
and Mr. J. E. Panter having been expunged from the list 
of contributories, an adjournment was ordered to this day 
week, when proceedings in the matter will be renewed. 

The learned Commissioner took occasion to remark during 
the proceedings, that the contributories ought to be very 
thankful that their company was formed on the principle of 
* limited liability.” 

INSOLVENT DEBTORS’ COURT.—WNov. 9. 
(Before the Curzy Commissionsn.) 
In re J. Wilson. 


In this case an important decision was given on county court 
commitments, Mr, Sturgeon applied for the discharge of the 
insolvent, who had been summoned at the Oldham County 
Court, in Lincolnshire, for a debt 10 years old. As he lived 
in Westminster he did not attend; and on the 2nd of October, 








an order of commitment was made, on which he was taken 
on the 81st of October, for 30 days, and lodged in Whitecross- 
street Prison, where he now is. 

Mr. Sturgeon proved that the insolvent obtained his interim 
order under the Protection Act on the 23rd of October, to be heard 
on the 27th of November. He therefore applied for his dis- 
charge. 

The Cuter CoMMISSIONER gave an elaborate judgment. He 
said, the repeal of the 102nd section of the County Courts Act 
was relied upon, but he did not think it touched the case. The 
man did not appear, and the commitment was for non-appear- 
ance; and in such cases the Court did not interfere. The Court 
was strong enough before the Act of last year, but it was 
passed to save the Courts at Westminster the trouble of deciding 
the matter. In this case the commitment was on the 
2nd of October, and the protection of the Court was not 
obtained until the 23rd of the same month. The Court had 
never interfered under such circumstances, and the application 
for discharge must be refused. 

Application refused. 


(Before Mr. Commissioner Puttirrs.)—Nov. 12. 
In the Matter of Mary Ann Christian. . 


This case came before the court on a complaint against Mr. 
Joseph Olive, an attorney. 

Mr. George Lewis (Lewis & Lewis) made the complaint, 
and Mr. Reed appeared for Mr. Olive. 

It was alleged that it was known to Olive that there was no 
detaining creditor’s debt on which the insolvent was arrested. 
Olive and his clerk, Wheatcroft, stated that they believed a 
debt existed to a person named Levison, who had made a 
friendly arrest of the insolvent. 

In support of the statement of Olive, Mrs. Levison, who 
resides in Drury-lane, swore that the insolvent owed her the 
debt for which she had arrested her, and which was for goods 
and money lent. She also swore that the insolvent informed 
her that she was going to Australia, and she told it to Mr. Olive. 

Mr. Commissioner Puiiuips declared that he did not know 
how to believe anything she had said, from the way in which 
she had given her evidence. 

The case was adjourned to Thursday. 





THE ROYAL BRITISH BANK. 


A meeting of the shareholders in the Royal British Bank took 
place on Wednesday, for the purpose of carrying out the arrange- 
ment under which the creditors have consented to accept 6s. 6d. 
in the pound. 

Mr. R. P. Harpine, the official manager, said the sum 
required was £180,000. Of this £65,000 had been subscribed ; 
there were 69 shareholders, who held 519 shares, from whom no 
offer whatever had been received, and it was calculated that a 
sum of £113,000 could be obtained from them. Mr. Harding 
having withdrawn to a private room during the meeting, to 
receive proposals from shareholders, upon his rertun, reported 
that, in addition to the £65,000 already referred to, £27,000 
had been promised by original shareholders, £4,000 by Mr. 
Stapleton, the only director who had as yet subscribed, and 
£11,700 by the 69 shareholders to whom reference had been 
made. This made the amount £107,700 out of the required 
£180,000; and Mr. Harding expressed himself as having no 
doubt that the required amount could be got. 

Mr. LinkLATER observed, that the £27,000 promised by the 
original shareholders was conditional upon the other share- 
holders making up the required £180,000. The assignees 
would give a release to a shareholder who they felt had contri- 
buted according to his ability, but they would never allow a 
man to escape by payment of £500 when he ought to pay £5,000. 





TRIAL OF THE BRITISH BANK DIRECTORS. 


Applications were made, on Wednesday, at the chambers of 
Mr. Justice Crompton, on behalf of several of the directors of 
the Royal British Bank, for particulars of the charges to be 
preferred on the several counts of the indictment, which consists 
of both general and specific counts. 

The learned judge was of opinion that so important a case 
ought to have been taken to the full court; but his impression 
was against granting the order, inasmuch as the counts, in his 
opinion, did not contain specific charges, but only varied in this, 
that some stated overt acts, as well as specific acts, whilst others 
contained specific charges only. It was then pointed out to his 
Lordship that the last count in each information was too general, 
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as it did not contain any specific charge; and he made an order 
for particulars as to that count alone. 

The informations, which have been filed at the instance of the 
Attorney-General, are laid against Humphrey Brown, Edmund 
Esdaile, Henry Dunning Macleod, Loraine De Wolfe Cochrane, 
Richard Hartley Kennedy, William Daniel Owen, John Staple- 
ton, Hugh Innes Cameron, Lockhart Mure Valiant, and Frede- 
rick Valiant. The first count, which, in fact, charges the 
material offence, is that the defendants fraudulently conspired, ‘to 
represent that the affairs of the British Bank were in a prosperous 
condition during the whole of the year 1855 and the half of the 
year 1856; and for that purpose, in order to carry out the con- 
spiracy, to publish a statement of the affairs of the bank ; to de- 
clare a dividend when, in fact, no dividend had been earned ; to 
issue 500 new shares, when they well knew that the bank was 
approaching insolvency ; and to publish false abstracts of the 
annual balance sheets, purporting to exhibit—Ist, the assets 
and liabilities; 2nd, the profit and loss; 3rd, the capital property 
and its value; and 4th, the obligations and circulation of the 
bank to the date at which the accounts were made up.” It fur- 
ther charges, that they did, in fact, publish such false statements 
that they had paid dividends, as if they had been earned by the 
operations of the bank, which had never, in fact, been earned ; 
that, to keep up the credit of the bank, they purchased shares 
in the market, and paid for them out of the moneys of the bank; 
that they issued circulars, falsely stating that the bank was 
prosperous, and published advertisements, inviting persons to 
become shareholders, with the like object, and had also published 
a notice that they were about to issue a large number of new 
shares, at £5 premium. 

It has been definitively arranged that neither the Attorney- 
General nor the Solicitor-General will take any part in the 
trial, and that Sir Frederick Thesiger wiil lead the prosecution 
on behalf of the Crown. 

THE LIVERPOOL BOROUGH BANK. 

A special general meeting of the shareholders of this bank 
was held on Monday, for the purpose of considering the propriety 
of being registered under the Joint-Stock Banking Companies Act 
of 1857. Mr. William Rathbone, chairman of the bank, pre- 
sided. The representatives of the press were excluded from the 
meeting, but the following report is understood to be official. 

Mr. Brancker, chairman of the shareholders’ committee re- 
presenting interests to the amount of £1,000,000, said, that the 
shareholders were unanimous in approving the course taken by 
the directors; and he called upon Mr. Field, of the firm of Sharp, 
Field, & Jackson, attorneys, London, who had examined the 
affairs of the bank, to make a statement to the meeting. 

Mr. Fretp explained the advantages to be derived from 
placing the bank under the operation of the Joint-Stock Com- 
panies Act, 1857. The shareholders and the depositors would 
be enabled jointly to appoint liquidators, who would have charge 
of winding up the bank in the way which would press the least 
severely upon the shareholders, and which would realise the 
assets as fully as possible for the advantage of the general cre- 
ditors. The great object in matters of this kind was unanimity 
and union between all parties concerned, without which the 
Liverpool Borough Bank might have ended like the British 
Bank, where all went to law, and the assets were very small 
compared with what they might have been. He had had a 
great deal to do with various banking establishments, but he 
had never been connected with one in which the directors came 
out more honourably from any charge of serving, personal in- 
terests. The Borough Bank would not lose anything by its 
directors, or by their relatives or connections. They had stayed 
honestly by the bank to the last. In similar cases, he had known 
instances in which directors and others interested had availed 
themselves of their position to sell out before pressure came ; 
but in the case of the Borough Bank every director had stuck 
to the ship, and had used his best endeavours to bring about a 
satisfactory arrangement. 

A question was asked of Mr. Field, whether, by being placed 
under this Act, the shareholders would be relieved from personal 
arrest. 

Mr. Fretp replied, that would be the effect; that the whole 
matter would be placed in the hands of liquidators, who would 
be’ empowered to make such calls as might be deemed requisite, 
spreading the payments of the debts over the whole body of 
creditors who were able to pay, without oppressing one or two 
persons. 

The following resolutions were then carried unanimously :— 

It was moved by Mr. J, B. Brancker, and seconded by Mr. 
Samvet Marty, and carried unanimously :— 

“That the banking company called the Liverpool Borough Bank be 








forthwith registered as a company under the Joint-Stock Banking Com- 
panies Act, 1857." 

On the motion of Mr. H. Krixick, it was resolved unani- 
mously :— 

“ That the thanks of the meeting are due, and are hereby ry: Neg 
committee of shareholders, for their valuable services; and that they be 
requested to render their assistance.” 

On the motion of Mr. Brancger, seconded by Mr. Jonny 
Cooper, it was resolved unanimously :— 

“That the meeting be adjourned till Thursday the 12th inst., at two 
o'clock, for the purpose of allowing the company to be registered in the 
meantime under the Joint-Stock Banking Companies Act, 1857, and, 
upon such ig effected, to receive from the directors a 
statement of the affairs and concerns of the company, and to take into 
consideration the propriety of winding up voluntarily under the provi- 
sions of the Joint-Stock Banking Companies Act, 1857, or of taking such 
proceedings as may be deemed expedient.” 

At an adjourned meeting of the bank, held on Thursday, i; 
was agreed that the affairs of the bank should be wound up, and 
a call of £5 should be made on the shareholders as soon as the 
law would allow. 


THE DUTIES OF AN ATTORNEY. 


The following letter has been addressed to the editor of the 
Times. :— 

Sir,—Observing in your law report of yesterday a case of 
Chapman v. Van Toll, involving a point which is of much 
interest to the legal profession, we venture to trouble you with 
a statement of a case which occurred in our own practice. 

A short time ago we were engaged to bring an action for the 
recovery of a sum of money due upon a bond, and, acting under 
a@ decision recently given by the Lord Chief Justice of England 
as to the duty of an attorney in similar cases, we applied on 
behalf of our client to a judge at chambers to make a com 
sory order of reference, the only point in dispute being the 
amount actually due. 

The defendant opposed the application, but did not attempt 
to show that the case could be more conveniently disposed of 
by a jury than by reference. 

The judge refused the order at once, merely remarking that 
the application was opposed; and the plaintiff had to pay his 
own costs of the application, the judge even refusing to make 
them costs in the cause—in other words, to abide the event. 

The attorney is therefore placed in this position—if he does 
not make the application, he is liable, on the authority of Lord 
Campbell, to a charge of negligence ; whereas, if he does make the 
application; it is refused, and his client is made to pay his own 
costs. 

Feeling that your sense of justice alike to suitors and their 
attorneys will induce you to insert this in your columns,—We 
are, your obedient servants, Atrorners aT Law, 

London, Nov. 10. 

“IN RE W. G. NORMAN.” 

The following letter has appeared in the daily papers :— 

Sirn,—My attention having been called to the report of this 
case in the Insolvent Debtors’ Court, which appeared in your 
impression of the 7th, I beg to say that the “ Mr. Govett” re~ 
ferred to is not myself, nor in any way connected with me. 

I feel it incumbent on me to notice the matter, as I am the 
only attorney of the name in this year’s Law List.—I am, Sir, 
your obedient servant, Cuarces A. Gover. 

5, Mitre-court, Temple, Nov. 9. 











UNIVERSITY MEN SHOULD BECOME SOLICITORS. 
The transition from law costs to attorneys is natural and 
easy; and accordingly Mr. Joshua Williams devotes his second 
letter to the consideration of the present state and condition of 
this branch of the legal profession. An university education is 
recommended as the principal cure for the evils which the public 
suffer at the hands of unprincipled attorneys. However this 
may be, we have frequently felt surprise that so few men who 
have received an university education should resort to what is 
commonly called the inferior branch of the profession of the 
law. Why such a continual rush to the already overcrowded 
ranks of the bar? The prizes to be obtained there are indeed 
great and glittering; but what a distressing number of blanks ! 
Wherever men of university ¢alent have fairly entered the field, 
they have, as a general rule, achieved success. The army and 
navy, from peculiar reasons having reference to age, are, practi- 
cally speaking, closed against them; and the medical 
for some cause or other, has never become popular with univer- 
sity men. In the Church, however, they reign supreme; and 
few at the bar, in the senate, or in diplomacy achieve any great 
success without having at some one of the universities laid the 
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broad basis of a superior education. The East India civil ap- 
pointments, also, now recently thrown open, have hitherto been, 
and will probably continue to be, nearly all obtained by univer- 
sity men. We have refrained, from a proper feeling of modesty, 
from alluding to the fourth estate of the realm—the press, 
which may be said to be monopolised by men educated at our 


universities. Want of capital in some cases, and in others a 


foolish feeling of prejudice, alone prevents such men from en- 
gaging in trade, and becoming numbered among the merchant 
princes of the land. Why should not, then, our wranglers and 
elass-men enter the lists of the attorneys and solicitors? In 
order to afford every encouragement to them to do so, the period 
ef articles in their case is reduced from five years to three 
years. At the end of that time an income of £100 or £150 
& year may with certainty be procured without any extra outlay ; 
and, in addition to the ordinary chances of success, should, as is 
sometimes the case, professional advancement concur with 
domestic arrangements, a settlement in life may be acquired at 
a much earlier period than in any other profession. To enjoy, 
also, the regard, esteem, and confidence of a large circle of 
clients, is of itself a reward of no small importance. In the 
Church of St. Dunstan’s-in-the-West will be found a monument 
erected by the clients of a deceased solicitor to his memory, re- 
cording, in quaint certainly, but most endearing terms, their 
testimony of his integrity and kindness in the transaction of 
their affairs throughout a long professional career. Such a 
record of private worth is, to our mind, more valuable than many 
higher objects of human ambition.—Law Review. 





* . 

Henry Zacharia Jarvis, who represented himself to be a soli- 
citor, was brought before Mr. Ingham, at the Wandsworth 
Police Court, on Wednesday, charged with obtaining money by 
fraud from Mrs. Sarah Parker, an elderly lady, who was alleged 
to be insane.—A gentleman from the Law Soeiety attended in 
consequence of an application from Mr. Ingham, and stated that 
it was not usual for the society to prosecute in cases where 
individuals falsely represented themselves to be solicitors, but 
he had attended for the purpose of watching the proceedings 
and reporting to the society. Evidence was given that Jarvis 
obtained money from Mrs. Parker under the pretence that he 
was a solicitor, and that she was entitled to property.—Mr. 
Ingham remanded the prisoner until Monday, for the produc- 
tion of other evidence; and the magistrate intimated his 
intention of completing the depositions on Tuesday, with a view 
of committing the prisoner for trial. 


At the Exeter Bankruptcy Courf, on Monday, Mr. Trask, 
farmer and land-owner, and Mr. Stuckey, farmer, miller, &c., 
were appointed assignees in the estate of Messrs. Slade & Vining, 
solicitors, of Yeovil. No examination took place, but Mr. 
Stogdon informed his Honour that Mr. Slade was a partner 
in the firm of Tooth & Co., of London, and had put £3,000 
into the concern without receiving a single shilling profit. The 
creditors were now pressing for payment, and threatened 
bankruptcy unless their debts were paid within a certain 
number of days. Mr. Tooth was confident of the success of 
his patent, which was intended to attain greater speed in 
marine engines; the invention was well spoken of, and Mr. 
Tooth thought he should be able to induce some friends to 
come forward and assist him with capital. 


An application was made to Mr. Justice Crompton in 
chambers, on Wednesday, for the admission of Mr. Bright, late 
chairman of the Hull Flax and Cotton Mill Company, to bail. 
The plea set forth his illness, his previous unimpeachable 
character, and the necessity of his assistance to his solicitor to 
prepare his defence. Mr. Justice Crompton thought the affidavit 
insufficient; but made an order for a writ of certiorari to issue, 
directing the magistrates to forward the depositions, that he 
. might see the exact nature of the charge and the evidence ; and 
also granted a summons to show cause why the prisoner should 
not be admitted to bail. 


On Monday Nov. 9, Mr. Isaac Allan Cooke, solicitor, waselected 
Mayor, and Mr. J. H. Greville Smyth, of Ashton-court, High 
Sheriff of Bristol for the ensuing year. 


The chief magistracy of the important town of Stockton has 
this year been conferred upon Mr. Joseph Dodds, solicitor, who 
was on Monday last elected Mayor. 


It is rumoured that Sir Alexander Cockburn, Lord Chief 
Justice of the Common Pleas, will be raised to the Peerage 
forthwith; and that Mr. Justice Cresswell has accepted the 


post of Judge of the new Court of Probate. It has long been 





known that the learned judge intended to leave the bench 
during or at the close of the present term, he being entitled to 
his retiring pension.—Bristol Mirror. 

oe 


The French Tribunals, 


The Imperial Court of Paris was occupied, on Thursday, with 
a case which is of the greatest importance, as involving the 
operation of our bankrupt laws in France. The faets were 
these:—In August, 1855, a person, calling himself Thomas 
Harris, deposited at the Bank of France securities to the amount 
of 3,750 francs Rente, representing a capital of about 75,000 
francs, and the Bank of France gave him a written acknow- 
ledgment of the deposit. In the October following, the assignee 
of the bankruptcy of an Englishman, named Gibson, arrived in 
Paris, and, producing the acknowledgment of the bank, de- 
manded the restitution of the deposit, on the ground that it had 
been made by Gibson in the name of Harris. This the bank 
declined to do, unless the assignee would give security to indem- 
nify it for the space of thirty years, during which, by law, its 
liability to the depositor would last. The assignee sued the 
bank before the Civil Tribunal, and, as he succeeded in satisfying 
it that the sot-disant Harris was identical with Gibson, the 
Tribunal decided that the bank should give up the Rente depo- 
sited, subject to the condition of the assignee giving security for 
three years, to indemnify the bank in the event of the Rente 
being claimed. Both parties, being dissatisfied with this deci- 
sion, appealed to the Imperial Court, the bank being desirous 
to have the period for the security extended to thirty years— 
the assignee, to be relieved from giving any security whatsoever. 
After a long argument, the Imperial Court confirmed the decision 
of the Civil Tribunal. 

The Court of Assizes of the Aisne was occupied, during the 
past week, with one of those monster trials which now and then 
excite the undivided attention of the French people. It appears 
that a band of murderers, fourteen in number, have, for a long 
time, ravaged the departments of the Somme and Aisne. Fora 
considerable period fires, murders, and violations have been 
daily reported the authorities, without the latter being able 
to give the necessary protection to the inhabitants. Such were 
the audacity and skill of the miscreants, that, hitherto, they have 
quite defeated all the efforts of the police. Justice, however tardy, 
has at length overtaken them. The chief and thirteen of his ac- 
complices have been arrested, and the evidence adduced upon the 
trial leaves no doubt as to their guilt. As it would be impossible to 
go into the details of the seven murders and the one hundred and 
fifteen burglaries, besides other crimes, which are charged against 
the prisoners, we will content ourselves with summarising the 
crimes of each individual, and giving some of the points of de- 
scription which the indictment furnishes of the personal charac- 
ter of these assassins, who will shortly have to pay, with their 
lives, the penalty of their misdeeds. Lemaire, the chieftain of 
the band, aged twenty-five, is a man endowed with the most 
extraordinary sagacity and talent. The romantic tales which 
have been narrated of fascinating malefactors have not produced 
a more astonishing hero than this most atrocious vagabond. He 
commenced life as a smuggler. Soon despising such an humble 
violation of the laws, he rushed into a career of the most despe- 
rate crimes, seeking danger for danger’s sake. His demeanour 
is prepossessing and his manners insinuating. His influence 
over women is described as extraordinary. An instance is fur- 
nished by the conduct of one of his mistresses, who, on learning 
of the capture of her lover, commenced a war on the public by 
setting fire to houses, agricultural produce, and forests. Hugo, 
the second prisoner, is described as a most dangerous malefactor, 
possessing great skill in cutting holes through walls, and the 
peculiar faculty of seeing in the dark as well as in the light; he 
has no hesitation, it is added, in committing murder when 
it would facilitate robbery. ‘The third prisoner, a man 
named Bourse, forty-eight years of age, is represented 
to have passed not fewer than thirty P igs in prison. 
The fourth, who competes with Lemaire for the chieftainship of 
the band, and who, it is proved, planngd many of the crimes, 
is a public-house keeper, named Villet, of Vrély. In early 
life he served in the Royal Guard at the Restoration, and was 
subsequently employed in the stables of Marshal Marmont. 
With Villet are associated his wife, son, daughter, and cousin, 
all of whom he has drawn into crime, The other prisoners, 
who are the wife of Hugot, a carpenter named Pillot, a brick- 
maker named Labache, a weaver named Prevost, a dealer in 
rabbit skins named Caron, and a tradesmati named Pepin, are 
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stated to be of indifferent character. The indictment details 
the various crimes alleged to have been committed by the band, 
and the precise share each had in them. On the 27th of June, 
1852, Hugot and Prosper Villet, son of Villet, committed a 
burglary in the house of a farmer named Bourse, of Vrély. In 
September of the same year two incendiary fires occurred at 
Vrély and Wiencourt I’Equipée, and it was alleged that they 
were occasioned by Villet and his son; their object being to 
defraud insurance companies, either for their own direct profit 
or for the benefit of persons who owed them money, and by 
whom they hoped to be paid. The next crime was the murder 
on the 30th of November, 1852, of one Chrétien, at Vrély, and 
it was alleged to have been committed by Villet and his 
cousin—their object being to possess themselves of a consider- 
able sum of money the victim had. The indictment then 
details a long series of robberies and burglaries at Parvilliers, 
Ligniéres, Mailly-Raineval, Beaucourt, Marbonniéres, Thory, 
Montdidier, and not fewer than twenty-nine other villages ; 
the booty consisting of oxen, clothing, linen, tools, agricultural 
implements, various sums in notes and gold, &c. In each of 
these crimes one or other of the prisoners participated, either 
as perpetrators or as receivers of the booty. The next crime 
in chronological order was the murder at Bérancourt, on the 
5th of December, 1855, of a farmer named Deschamps, and 
stealing from him a large sum in gold and notes which he had 
received at a fair in the town. This murder was marked by 
extraordinary audacity on the part of the perpetrators. After 
concluding his business at the fair, Deschamps went with his 
son, at about six o'clock, to a café in the outskirts of the town, 
and after drinking with him and a friend for about half an 
hour went out. He never returned, and on being sought for 
was not found. The next morning his dead body was discovered 
in a sheep pen at a short distance from the house; he had, it 
pppeared, been suddenly felled te the ground by a tremendous 
blow on the back of the head, and had then been stamped on 
until his skull was little more than a mass of jelly! This 
murder was, it was alleged, committed by Bourse, Lemaire, and 
Hugot, and it was added that Villet and his wife had been 
privy to it, and had received part of the stolen money. 
Robberies at Laboissiére, Lihons, Arvillers, and Bouchoir, 
asserted to have been committed by Lemaire, Hugot, Villet, 
and Pillot, were next detailed. The last crime mentioned in 
the indictment was the murder of a couple named Thory, of 
Les Folies, on the 6th of April, 1856. This couple were found 
lying dead with their skulls smashed in-a most frightful 
manner; the drawers and closets in their house had been 
ransacked, and their more valuable contents had been taken 
away ; but bills and other securities to the amount of 16,935f. 
had, though they had evidently been examined by the 
murderers, been left, no doubt because an attempt to put them 
into circulation might have led to detection. This murder and 
robbery turned out on investigation to have been committed 
by Hugot and Lemaire. The indictment concludes by sum- 
ming up the crimes alleged to have been committed by each 
of the accused:—Lemaire, 2 murders and 42 robberies or 
burglaries; Hugot, 2 murders and 54 robberies or burglaries ; 
Bourse, 1 murder and 1 robbery ; Villet, 1 murder, 2 incendiary 
fires, 29 robberies; Prosper Villet, 2 incendiary fires and 1 
robbery; Jean Villet, 1 murder and robbery ; the other accused, 
various robberies or receiving stolen goods. 
The trial has not yet concluded. 





Monsieur Troplong has been appointed to the First Presidency 
of the Court of Cassation, rendered vacant by the death of M. 
Lassagne. 


Monsieur Abatucci, the Minister of Justice, died on the 11th 
instant. M. Abatuacci, who was the admiration of the French 
Bar, was born at Zicavo, in Corsica, in 1792, of a family of 
distinction. He has successively filled the highest judicial 


positions. 


, 


Recent Decisions in Chancery. 


Unrrve RecrraAr—Covenant To settrLe LAND TO BE DE- 
RIVED UNDER A WILL. 
Smith v. Osborne, 6 W. R. 

This decision of the House of Lords will have the effect of putting 
an end to the doubts which have arisen in consequence of the con- 
flict of authority between Tayleur v. Dickinson (1 Russ. 521), and 
the subsequent case of Noel v. Bewley (3 Sim. 103), decided by 
Sir L, Shadwell, In the former case, a lady was, under the 








marriage settlement of her father and mother, tenant in tail in 
remainder expectant on the failure of male issue of her only 
brother; and on her marriage a settlement was executed, con- 
taining a covenant by which (after reciting that it was possible 
that she might, under and by virtue of the limitations contained 
in the former settlement, become entitled to a certain estate in, 
or a part or share of, certain lands) it was agreed, that, in case 
she should in her lifetime become so entitled to any such estate, 
part, or share as aforesaid, the same should* be conveyed to the 
uses and upon the trusts therein mentioned. The brother sub- 
sequently suffered a recovery, and died intestate, without issue ; 
whereupon the fee simple of one-fourth part of the lands com- 
prised in the settlements descended upon the lady as one of her 
brother’s co-heiresses; and the question was, whether this fourth 
part or share was subject to the covenant. Lord Gifford held 
that it was not, the lady having taken by immediate descent 
from her brother, by virtue, not of any limitation in the former 
settlement, but in her character of heiress, and of the general 
tule of law. In Noel v. Bewley, the owner of a contingent re- 
mainder in fee conveyed his interest to secure a debt, after 
which the remainder was destroyed by the tenant of the prior 
estate, under whose will the owner of the contingent remainder 
afterwards acquired a new interest in the estate. The deed con- 
tained a covenant for further assurance, which Sir L. Shadwell 
appears to have considered would have operation upon any 
interest which the mortgagor might acquire in the estate; and 
therefore, as the contingent remainder was destroyed, and in 
lieu of it he took a different interest in the land, he was bound 
in equity to make good his covenant. His Honour’s decision, 
however, did not proceed upon this ground, but upon what he con- 
ceived to be the general doctrine of the Court, which he stated 
thus :—‘If a person has conveyed a defective title, and he 
afterwards acquires a good title, this Court will make that good 
title available to make the contract effeetual.” The decree was, 
that, to the extent to which the mortgagor had an interest under 
the will, it ought to be made available to the mortgagees. 
In Smith v. Osborne, the Lord Chancellor very much ques- 
tioned, and Lord Wensleydale repudiated, the case of Noel 
v. Bewley; and their Lordships’ decision in the recent 
case may be taken as distinctly overruling that of Sir 
L. Shadwell. In Smith v. Osborne, the material facts were as 
follow :—In a settlement made on the marriage of a Mr. Osborne 
there was a recital, that, under and by virtue of a certain will, 
he was entitled to a contingent remainder in specific land; and 
there was also a covenant, when and as soon as the ind 
should become vested in possession in him, to convey the same 
to the uses and upon the trusts of the settlement. He was not, 
in fact, entitled to a contingent remainder under the will, but 
was entitled as expectant heir in tail on the death of a tenant 
in tail under the will, by whom the entail was barred, and who 
subsequently devised the land to Mr. Osborne. Neither during 
the argument of the case, nor in the judgments which followed, 
was any doubt attempted to be cast upon the general rule of the 
Court as to contracts to convey or settle where the conveying 
party has not at the time a good title, but afterwards acquires 
one. But it was considered that the rule did not apply here, the 
covenant being held to mean, not that Mr. Osborne was bound 
to convey, on the trusts of the settlement, the land in question 
at all events, but only the estate and interest, whatever it 
might be, to which he became entitled under the will. “To 
hold,” said Lord Cranworth, “that, because he agreed to settle 
what he should succeed to under his grandfather's will, therefore 
he is bound to settle whatever interest he might derive aliunde 
in the same lands, is to make a new covenant for him, not to 
enforce that into which he actually entered.” Lord Wensleydale 
adopted the same view, observing, “ that, if the covenant was to 
convey the estate, provided he acquires it by devolution in a 
particular way, that is a conditional contract, and is not obliga- 
tory unless the condition is performed.” Their Lordships, also, 
held that the covenantor was not estopped by the recital in the 
deed from saying that he bad not a contingent remainder on 
the death of the holder of the prior estate without issue, inas- 
much as the recital did not confine the contingency to the 
simple case of death without issue. 


Arrorney’s AUTHORITY TO BIND Hts CLIENT. 


Swinftn v. Swinfen, 6 W.R. 10. 

This much-discussed case has again come on before the Master 
of the Rolls, upon the old question, whether the compromise 
entered into on Mrs. Swinfen’s behalf by Sir #. Thesiger, in the 
presence of Mr. Simpson, the lady's attorney, was binding on the 
client who had not given her sanction to the It is 
not necessary to enter, at length, into the facts, which are pretty 
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generally known, and will be found fully given in the report. 
The question was purely one of principle, although it is singular 
that it has assumed a rather different complexion before the 
Master of the Rolls from that which it took on the two applica- 
tions before the Court of Common Pleas. The first of these 
earlier attempts to enforce the compromise by attachment failed, 
because no sufficient refusal to obey the rule of court had been 
proved ; but nothing could possibly be stronger than the ex- 
pression of opiniop, by the whole Court, that a compromise 
entered into by counsel, whether with or without the client’s 
authority, was absolutely binding. 

Mr. Justice Cresswell expressed himself as follows :—“ It is 
said, that. the compromise which was entered into by the counsel 
for the respective parties, at Stafford, was without the authority 
or consent of Mrs. Swinfen, the plaintiff. I think the Court 
cannot, for a moment, listen to an objection of that sort; and I am 
glad to find that there is abundant authority for our holding that 
the client is absolutely and conclusively bound by what the 
counsel, on her behalf, assented to. I think it would be most 
fatal to the due administration of justice, if we were to allow the 
authority of counsel to be thus questioned. And there is not 
any hardship or inconvenience in this; for if the client or the 
attorney has reason to think that the counsel is taking a course 
that will prejudice his interests, he may withdraw his brief, and 
so put an end to his authority to represent the client before the 
Court. But, if counsel, duly instructed, take upon himself to 
consent to a compromise, which he, in the exercise of a sound 
discretion, judges to be for the interest of his client, the Court 
will not inquire into the existence or the extent of his authority. 
Iam extremely happy to find that the decisions abundantly 
bear us out in.thinking this objection cannot be permitted to 
prevail.” And the other two judges who were present, Williams 
and Willes, JJ., fully concurred in the conclusion that Mrs. 
Swinfen was bound. 

On the second application for an attachment, one judge 
(Crowder, J.) thought that the writ ought not to go. The case had 
been mainly argued on the ground that counsel had authority, 
independently of the attorney’s sanction, to bind the client by 
any compromise which he might think it prudent to make ; 
and, indeed, the former judgment of the Court of Common 
Pleas had gone fully this length, for Mr. Simpson’s evidence of 
his resistance to the arrangement was before the Court; and it 
was nevertheless laid down, that the Court ought not to listen 
to any discussion as to whether counsel had authority or not. 
On the second occasion, Mr. Justice Crowder entered into an 
elaborate review of the authorities, from which, and on general 
principles, he deduced the conclusion that counsel had no im- 
plied authority inherent in their office by which they could bind 
their clients to a compromise. This was the only point of law 
involved in the judgment, for the learned judge was of opinion, 
as a matter of fact, that Mr. Simpson's (the attorney’s) authority 
had not been given; and it therefore became unnecessary to con- 
sider whether he had power to bind his client without her pre- 
vious consent. From some passages in the judgment, Crow- 
der, J., seems to incline to the opinion that an attorney can, 
though counsel cannot, conclude or compromise so as to bind the 
client. “Thus,” he says, “it might be a grave question 
whether Mr. Simpson, by his presence and tacit acquiescence, 
did not impliedly sanction the agreement, and so bind his 
client ;” and a similar observation occurs again in another part 
of the judgment. 

On the case coming to be argued before the Master of the 
Rolls, the assumptions made in the argument were just the 
opposite of those in the common law court. Instead of taking 
for granted the sufficiency of the power of the attorney, and 
discussing the extent of the authority of counsel, it was scarcely 
attempted to be argued that counsel alone could make a binding 
compromise; and the only question discussed was, whether an 
attorney has any such power as he was assumed to have, not 
only by the majority of the Court of Common Pleas, but even 
by the one dissentient judge. The Master of the Rolls has 
gone beyond Crowder, J., and has held that neither counsel 
nor attorney has any implied authority to make a compromise, 
or even to give a consent to an order affecting the client’s pro- 
perty, without the express sanction of the client. One curious 
and rather troublesome consequence of this doctrine will be, that 
no conveyancer will accept a title depending on a consent 
order or decree, without requiring evidence that the client duly 
authorised the solicitor, and the solicitor duly instructed counsel, 
to give the consent. Even when an order purports, on the face 
of it, to have been made hostilely, it may very possibly have 
been the result of an arrangement; and, if so, it would be ne- 
cessary, on the doctrine now laid down, to give evidence of the 





authority of the solicitor to assent to it, or otherwise it might 
turn out not to be binding on the property which it affected to 


deal with. 
a 
Cases at Common Law specially Interesting to 
Attorneys. 


Bru or ExcHANGE—DIscHARGE OF SURETY BY GIVING TIME 
To PRINcIPAL. 
Fraser v. Jordan, 5 W. R., Q. B., 819. 

This was an action brought by the indorsee of a bill of 
exchange against the drawer; and the defence was, that the 
plaintiff had made a binding agreement for a good consideration, 
with a stranger, to give time to the acceptor—it being con- 
tended on the authority, chiefly, of Ford v. Beech (11 Q. B. 
852), taken in connection with the subsequent case of Moss v. 
Hall (5 Exch. 46), affirming the doctrine, that an agreement, for 
the breach of which an action would lie, entered into by the payee 
or holder of a bill with the person primarily liable thereon, dis- 
charges the surety also. This doctrine the Court of Queen’s 
Bench admitted ; but they, refused to extend it to a case (as in 
the one under discussion) where the contract as to time was 
made, not with the principal debtor, but with a stranger—and 
of which, indeed, the surety, at the time it was entered into, 
was ignorant. And the Court considered, that they were justi- 
fied in coming to this decision by the case of Zyon v. Holt (5 
M. & W. 250), in which it was held, in a discussion which 
arose on a similar plea of time having been given by agreement, 
that it was material to show that the parties with whom such 
agreement was made were themselves, also, parties to the bill. 

It was remarked by the Court, that the text-writers, in 
mentioning that an agreement to give time discharges the 
surety, are all speaking of an agreement made with the 
principal debtor, This case should, therefore, be noted against 
such passages as occur in Byles on Bills, pp. 192, 197. 


LanpDLorp AND TENANT—THE Law or FIxTuREs. 
Smith v. Render, 5 W. R., Exch., 875. 

There are few branches of the law which are so unsettled as 
that which relates to fixtures. Not only are the cases which 
arise usually complicated, but the principles themselves are not 
very clearly defined in any text book—and this from the want, 
chiefly, of a sufficiency in judicial decisions on the subject. And 
from this remark we cannot even except a work of a good deal 
of celebrity, and merit in its way, that of Messrs. Amos and 
Ferard on the Law of Fixtures. In the present case, an action 
was brought against a tenant of certain land, by the reversioner, 
for injury to the land demised. And the material facts were, 
that the defendant, being tenant to A., obtained his leave to cut 
down some trees, and therewith to erect a certain building. 
While this was still incomplete, A. assigned the land in ques- 
tion to B.: whereupon the defendant gave notice that he should 
quit the premises, and removed the materials, some of which 
had been already fixed into the soil. It was held, without 
much debate, that, in so doing, he was clearly wrong; inas- 
much as such materials did not belong to him, but had been 
taken from the land by the permission of the landlord, solely 
for the purpose of their being used in the erection. But upon 
the question which was incidentally mooted—as to whether the 
defendant would have had a right to remove his own materials, 
as against his landlord, at any time during the process of 
building, and before it was completed—the Court seemed to feel 
more difficulty, or at all events declined to express an opinion. 

This coyness on the part of the judges (which in modern 
times has been exhibited in a very remarkable degree) to decide 
anything beyond the actual question before them, is not with- 
out its disadvantages as well as its use. It tends, no doubt, 
to give additional weight to what falls from the Court, while it 
lessens their responsibility; but, on the other hand, it also 

tly decreases the number of points on which any expression 
of judicial opinion exists. If, for example, in the present 
instance, the Court had gone into this question (which was 
fairly enough before it for such a purpose), and given their 
opinion for as much as it was worth, such a course would pro- 
bably have been very useful in the prevention of litigation, if 
not in determining rights actually litigated. 


Powrr or AMENDMENT—SuMMARY ProcEDURE ON BILLS oF 
ExcuancGe Act. 
Leigh v. Baker, 5 W. R., C. P., 877. 
The point in effect decided by this case is, that, under the 
222nd section of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, the 
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Courts have power to amend, not only the proceedings on a 
writ of summons under that Act, but also proceedings com- 
menced by a writ of summons issued under the Summary 
Procedure on Bills of Exchange Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. c. 67). 
A writ on a promissory note, given in 1851, had been sued out 
under that Act in 1856, on which (there being no appearance) 
judgment was signed and execution issued. It was now sought 
to set aside all these proceedings, so as to allow the defendant 
(who was sued as executrix) to come in and defend the action, 
on the ground that the action had not been commenced, as 
required by the 18 & 19 Vict. c. 67, within six months after the 
note was due; and also, that the Summary Procedure Act was 
not intended to apply to actions brought against executors or 
administrators. The Court did not express any opinion as to 
this last point; the discussion chiefly turning on the question 
whether they had power to amend as desired. Cockburn, C. J., 
doubted whether such power existed; but the other judges had 
no doubt that the amendment might be made. It is noticeable 
that Cresswell, J.; referred to the circumstance of Mr. Justice 
Wilies having been a member of the common law commission, 
and therefore (it might be presumed) peculiarly cognisant of the 
intention of the Legislature, as a reason for concurring in his 
opinion as to the construction of the Procedure Act. We ven- 
ture to think that this is very dangerous ground for a judge to 
decide upon. Were such a doctrine acted on to any extent, it 
would emasculate many statutory provisions; and it seems 
inconsistent with the maxim, that a verbis legis non recedendum 
est, without, at least, a very sufficient necessity. As to this 
particular case, however, there would seem to be little doubt 
that the right construction was arrived at—for, by s. 7 of the 
Summary Procedure Act, the provisions of the Common Law 
Procedure Act are expressly extended and made applicable to all 
proceedings taken under the former Act; and though the section 
(viz. s. 21) allowing an amendment to be made if one of the 
three forms of writ of summons given by the Common Law 
Procedure Act is, by inadvertence, sued out, when one of the 
other two ought to have been used, does not apply to process 
under the Summary Procedure Act, yet this power of amend- 
ment is overridden by the far more extensive power given, by 
8. 222, to make all such amendments as may be necessary for 
the purpose of determining, in the existing suit, the real question 
in controversy between the parties. 


GUARANTEE NOT EXPRESSING CONSIDERATION — STAMP 
REQUIRED— 19 & 20 Vicr. c. 97, s. 3. 


Glover v. Hackett, 5 W. R., Exch., 881. 


The rule of law established by the well-known cases of 
Wain v. Warlters (5 East, 10), Saunders v. Wakefield (4 
B. & A. 595), and Jenkins v. Reynolds (3 Brod. & B. 14), that 
a guarantee, in order to be valid, must, by the Statute of Frauds, 
not only bear on its face a promise, but also the consideration 
for such promise (inasmuch as the word “agreement” used in 
that statute includes both), has been recently modified by 
19 & 20 Vict. c. 97 (the Mercantile Law Amendment Act) ; for, 
by the 8rd section of that Act, it is provided, that no special 
promise to be made by any person to answer for the debt, de- 
fault, or miscarriage of another person, being in writing and 
signed by the party to be charged therewith, or some other 
person by him thereunto lawfully authorised, shall be deemed 
invalid to support an action, suit, or other proceeding to charge 
the person by whom such promise shall have been made, by 
reason only that the consideration for such promise does not 
appeat in writing or by necessary inference from a written 
‘document. In the case under discussion an instrument, im- 
porting to be a guarantee, made after the passing of the above 
Act, but neither bearing a stamp nor disclosing a consideration 
for the promise, was tendered in evidence; and, on being 
rejected on the ground of not being stamped, it was contended 
that none was necessary, because the document was imperfect 
as an agreement, as it disclosed no consideration. But it was 
answered by the Court, that the effect of the 3rd section of the 
Mercantile Amendment Act, above cited, was not to render a 
party liable without proof of consideration, but to alter the rule 
which would formerly have exempted him from liability if the 
consideration did not appear on the face of the instrument. It 
was necessary, therefore, to prove the liability, and that could 
only be done by using the document, and then adding parol 
proof of sufficient consideration. But such document could not 
be so used unless stamped, inasmuch as—in accordance with the 
expression of Lord Ellenborough in Ramsbottom v. Mortley (2 
M. & Selw. 445)—although it was not evidence of the whole 
contract, it was evidence of a material part of such contract. 





Inspection unpER 14 & 15 Vicr. c. 99, s. 6—WHEN rr 
WILL BE ORDERED. 
Gomm v. Parrott, 5 W. R., C. P., 882. 

This case is one of the most recent on the construction of 
14 & 15 Vict. c. 99, s. 6, enacting that inspection may be 
ordered of all documents in the custody, or under the control, of 
the opposite party, relating to the action or other legal proceed- 
ing pending ; provided that, previous to the passing of that Act, 
a discovery might have been obtained by filing a bill or other 
proceeding in equity. It is noticed here chiefly to correct an 
error in the above report of the case, which makes it unintel- 
ligible—viz. the substitution of the words “Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act” for the “14 & 15 Vict. c. 99, s. 6.” The application 
was not for a discovery under the Act mentioned in the report, 
but for an inspection, under the Evidence Amendment Act of 
1851, of a deed the existence of which was not the subject of 
any doubt. 


— 
or 


Professional Intelligence. 


LAW AMENDMENT SOCIETY. 

The first meeting of the Fifteenth Session of the Law Amend- 
ment Society was held on Monday evening last. F. H. 
Goldsmid, Esq., was in the chair; and there was a numerous 
attendance of members. Mr. Hastings read an address from 
the Council on the opening. 








Pustic ExAMINATION OF THE STUDENTS OF THE INNS OF 
Court, HELD AT Lrnconn’s-InN Hal; ON THE 29TH, 
80TH, AND 31st OcToBER, 1857. 


The Council of Legal Education have awarded to 


A Studentship of Fifty Guineas 
poche oo out } per Annum, to continue for 


a period of Three Years. 
Albert Gordon Langley, Esq. | 
Student of the Middle Temple, 
Frederic G. Evelyn, Esq., Stu- | Certificates of Honour of the 
dent of the Middle Temple, & First Class. 

Dominick D. Ryan, Esq., Stu- 
dent of the Inner Temple, 
Samuel Pope, Esq., Student of 

the Middle Temple, 
Frederic W. Walker, Esq., Stu- 
dent of Lincoln’s-inn, 
William Bruce, Esq., Student of { Certificates that they have sa- 
the Middle Temple, tisfactorily passed a Public 
Douglas Spencer Meadows, Esq., Examination. 
Student of Lincoln’s-inn, and 
Wyndham H. N. Hoste, Esq., 
Student of Lincoln’s-inn, J 
By order of the Council, 
(Signed) Ricuarp BerHe.y, Chairman, 
Council Chamber, Lincoln’s-inn, Nov. 6, 1857. 








LIVERPOOL LAW SOCIETY. 
Report oF CoMMITTEE FOR THE YEAR ENDING Ist 
NOVEMBER, 1857. 


Your committee have to report, that, since the last annual 
meeting, two new members have been elected—namely, Mr. 
George Mason and Mr. Clarke Aspinall. They have also to 
announce with regret the death of Mr. Peter Leather, a member 
of the society from its commencement. 

The society at present consists of 124 members. 

The various Bills introduced into Parliament during the past 
session, which affected the interests of the profession, received 
the unremitting attention of the committee while passing 
through their various stages in both Houses. 

Of those Bills the following became law, viz. :— 

“The Probate and Letters of Administration Bill;” “The 
Divorce and Matrimonial Causes Bill.” 

“A Bill to make better Provision for the Punishment of 
Frauds committed by Trustees, Bankers, and othér Persons 
intrusted with Property.” 

“A Bill to enable Married Women to dispose of Reversionary 
Interests in Personal Estate.” 

* A Bill to amend the Law relating to Banking Companies.” 

“ A Bill to regulate the Admission of Attorneys and Solicitors 
of Colonial Courts in her Majesty’s Superior Courts of Law and 
Equity.” 
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“A Bill to amend the Laws relating to Wills, and to the 
granting of Administrations of the Personal Estate of British 
Subjects resident or domiciled elsewhere than in England.” 

“ A Bill to improve the Administration of the Law, so far as 
respects Summary Proceedings before Justices of the Peace ;” 
and 

“A Bill to amend the Joint-Stock Companies Act, 1856.” 

“The Probate and Letters of Administration Bill” appeared 
to your committee to be sound in principle, and a measure cal- 
culated to confer a lasting benefit on the public. They, how- 
ever, were of opinion that the Bill was capable of improvement. 

By the measure as originally introduced into the Lords, the 
Court of Probate was to be open to solicitors in contentious 
matters only, the proctors retaining the entire monopoly of the 
common form business. Your committee considered that the 
monopoly of any department of legal practice in the hands of 
one branch of the profession was adverse to the interests of the 
public, as it led to the employment of two persons, namely, a 
solicitor and a proctor, to discharge duties that could be effi- 
ciently done by one. Under the Bill introduced in the session 
of 1855 no compensation was awarded to proctors for the loss of 
business, and, such being the case, it appeared reasonable that 
they should be allowed to retain the exclusive right of the com- 
mon form business; but inasmuch as by the Hill of last session 
they were to receive ample compensation, the committee thought 
that, in justice alike to the public and the solicitors, the whole 
business of the court should be thrown open to the profession 
generally. A petition to this effect was accordingly prepared 
and pr ted to Parli t. 

The Bill was amended in committee of the House of Commons, 
and the entire*business of the new Court of Probate, in common 
form as well as in contentious matters, is thrown open to soli- 
citors as well as proctors. 

The passing of this Act, undoubtedly the greatest and most 
beneficial of recent law reforms, is a just cause of congratulation 
both for the public and the profession. 

“The Divorce and Matrimonial Act,” and “The Fraudulent 
Trustees Act,” are both very desirable law reforms. 

“ The Judgment Executions Bill,” which was introduced into 
the House of Commons early last session, by Mr. Craufurd, may 
also be referred to. The object of the Bill was to render judg- 
ments or decrees obtained in certain courts in England, Scotland, 
and Ireland respectively, effectual in any other part of the 
United Kingdom. The committee believing the Bill would 
effect a great and long-required change in the law, prepared 
and presented to the House of Commons a petition in its favour, 
and praying further that its operation might be extended to the 
judgments of the Court of Passage of the borough of Liverpool, 
being of opinion that the mercantile community of Liverpool, 
who are daily engaged in large business transactions with 
traders resident in both Ireland and Scotland, would be greatly 
benefited by such an extension of the provisions of the Bill. 
The committee also communicated, by letter, with Mr. Craufurd, 
the promoter of the measure, and Messrs. Horsfall and Ewart, 
the members for the borough. The Bill passed the second read- 
ing in the House of Commons; but, owing to the determined 
opposition of the Irish members in committee, Mr. Craufurd was 
reluctantly compelled to withdraw it. It will again be intro- 
duced at the commencement of the ensuing session. 

Early in the present year the committee received a communi- 
cation from Lord Brougham, the President of the Society for 
Promoting the Amendment of the Law, requesting that a depu- 
tation from this socicty might attend the Mercantile Law Con- 
ference of 1857, and inclosing a programme of the subjects 
intended for discussion, with a request that the committee would 
furnish a statement of what, in their opinion, are the evils of the 
present system of mercantile law, and what the remedies which 
the Legislature should be called upon to apply. The committee 
of the Liverpool Chamber of Commerce having received a similar 
communication, requested and had an interview with your com- 
mittee, when the various subjects set down in the programme 
were discussed. 

The proposal of a conference to be constituted as mentioned 
in the programme seemed to your committee to be deserving of 
the warm support of this society, as also of the various other 

associations in the provinces; and Mr. Falcon and Mr. 
Edward Banner were appointed as a deputation to represent the 
society at the conference. The committee also prepared and 
forwarded to the conference a paper embodying their opinion of 
the evile of the present system, and their suggestions for im- 
ements in the following departments of the law—viz. “ The 

w of Bankruptcy,” “ The Law of Partnership,” “ The Law of 
Merchant Shipping,” “The 17th Section of the Statute of 











Frauds,” and “The Assimilation of the Common Law of 
England, Scotland, and Ireland.” . 

The suggestion of the Vice-Chancellor of the Chancery Court 
of the County Palatine of Lancaster, as to a,reduction of fees in 
administration suits, where the estate does not exceed £300, has 
again been under the consideration of the committee. The pro- 

new rules and order of court were submitted, by the 
direction of the Chancellor of the Duchy, for the consideration 
of the committee. They provided for the reduction of court and 
solicitors’ fees only—counsels’ fees not being affected in any 
way. The committee being of opinion that counsels’ fees should 
be reduced in a like ratio as the court and solicitors’ fees, ap- 
pointed a deputation to wait upon the Vice-Chancellor, for the 
purpose of suggesting such reduction. An interview was 
accordingly had with him in February last, when he stated that, 
in his opinion, no rule of court could be made to meet the case, 
and that the matter must be left with the bar. 

The committee subsequently, on returning the proposed rules 
and order to the Duchy Office in London, suggested that a rule 
of court might be made, declaring, “that, in administration 
suits, the subject-matter of which did not exceed £300, not 
more than a certain amount should be allowed on taxation for 
counsels’ fees. To that communication a reply was received to 
the effect that the suggestion would receive the attention of the 
Chancellor of the Duchy. No further communication has been 
received, nor have the new rules or order yet come into 
operation. 

The subject of the present system of entry and trial of causes 
at the assizes has also occupied the attention of the committee, 
who, sensible of the serious inconvenience suffered by the public 
and the profession by the mode in which the cause list was 
dealt with at the last Liverpool Spring Assizes by the presiding 
judges, Mr. Baron Martin and Mr. Justice Crompton, considered 
it their duty to make some representation on the subject to her 
Majesty’s Commissioners appointed to inquire into the arran; 
ments for transacting judicial business of the Superior Courts 
of Common Law in England and Wales. 

Information on the subject was obtained from attorneys who 
were concerned in the causes in the list; and from the facts ob- 
tained it appeared that the 102 causes set down for trial (39 
being special jury causes) were despatched in about 19 days, 
the 39 special jury causes occupying 11 days. The latter were 
commenced on the eighth business day of the assizes by the 
judge presiding in the Nisi Prius Court, and in two days after- 
wards the judge in the Crown Court also began to try them. 
During the first four days the Nisi Prius judge had disposed of 
no more than 5 special jury causes. In four days, therefore, the 
two judges dealt with the remaining 34 special jury causes, and 
one of those days being occupied with one cause, only six days 
were devoted to the remaining 29-—viz. two by one judge and 
four by the other judge. But the grievance did not rest there. 
The trial of special jury causes by the judge who had presided 
in the Crown Court was in direct contravention of the very 
well-considered order made in March, 1856, which confined any 
assistance given by the judge of the Crown Court to the remain- 
ing common jury causes. The confusion aud inconvenience to 
the members of the profession, and the serious loss to the suitors, 
resulting from this change was very great. The leading counsel 
were in some instances prevented from appearing in causes in 
which they held briefs, and the business was hurried through in 
a manner unsatisfactory in the highest degree to all concerned. 

The Order of March, 1856, directing the daily preparation by 
the prothonotary of a list of a certain number of causes to be 
taken on the following day, although adhered to in form, was so 
far departed from as to render it wholly useless. ' 

A statement of the above facts was forwarded to the Royal 
Commissioners, as also were certain resolutions passed by the 
committee in support of the following proposals—viz. the 
holding of assizes in Manchester as well as in Liverpool ; the re- 
arrangement of circuits; and the more frequent holding of 
assizes, 

During the past year your committee have had frequent com- 
munication with the committees of the Incorporated Law 
Society, the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association, and 
several provincial law societies, relative to the various Bills in- 
troduced into Parliament, and on subjects*hffecting the interests 
of the profession; amongst other matters may be enumerated 
the bankruptcy law and its administration; the taxation of 
costs in criminal prosecutions; the proposed rc-arrangement of 
the law terms and assize circuits; the transfer of land; and the 
consolidation of the statute Jaw. 

The aggregate meeting of the members of the Metropolitan 
and Provincial Law Association was held in Manchester on the 
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8th, 9th, and 10th October last. A deputation from this society 
attended the meeting, on the invitation of the Manchester Law 
Association. Mr. Lgwndes read a paper entitled “ Gleanings 
from old English Writers as to the Status, professional and 
social, of the practising Lawyer, before the Commonwealth.” 
Mr. Watson, also a member of this society, contributed a paper 
“On the rise and progress of Attorneys and Solicitors as a pro- 
fessional body.” These and several other interesting papers, 
which were read and discussed at the meeting, will be published 
by the Association for the perusal of its members. 

The committee cannot conclude their report without mention- 
ing the resignation of Mr. Pollock, the late judge of the Liver- 
pool County Court. On its becoming known that Mr. Pollock 
purposed retiring, a special meeting of the committee was sum- 
moned, and a resolution unanimously passed, recording the 
society’s deep sense of the loss which the public and the legal 
profession would sustain by the retirement of a judge whose 
conduct on the bench had been alike remarkable for the justice 
of his decrees as for the unwearied patience and urbanity exer- 
cised towards the suitors and practitioners in the court. Mr. 
Lace, the president of the society, attended by a large number of 
members, conveyed the resolution to Mr. Pollock in open court, 
on the occasion of his last sitting. 

The committee regret to state, that, during the past year, an 
attorney practising in Liverpool has been convicted of forgery. 
In discharge of their duty they have laid the case before the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society, in order that an 
application may be made for having his name struck off the 
rolls, 

A matter in dispute between two of the members of the 
society, which was referred to the committee during the past 
year, was fully entered into by them, and they hope it has 
since been satisfactorily arranged. 

The committee have been, and still are, in negotiation for 
rooms in a building in Cable-street, now in course of erection, 
which will, in their opinion, be better adapted for a library 
than those at present in the occupation of the society. The 
plan is now before the meeting, and the committee request a 
general instruction and authority on the subject. 

The accounts of the treasurer show a balance of 173i. 2s. 7d. 
to the credit of the society. 

The members of the committee whose term of office has now 
expired are, Mr. John Fletcher, Mr. H. H. Statham, Mr. Ewer, 
Mr. Collins, and Mr. Jevons. 





Correspondence, 


DUBLIN.—(From our own Correspondent.) 
Rois Court.—JuRISDICTION OF THE ENGLISH CouRT OF 
CHANCERY. 
In re Trant, a Minor. 

A question of considerable interest and importance to the 
profession here has just been decided by the Master of the Rolls ; 
and the decision of that learned judge has given great satisfaction 
to the numerous practitioners who see in every attempt on the 
part of the English Court of Chancery to exercise any jurisdic- 

_ tion in Ireland an approach to the much-feared scheme of cen- 
tralisation, under which the Irish courts will, it is said, become 
mere provincial and inferior tribunals. The circumstances of 
the present case were as follows :—In England there resides an 
individual named Dominic Trant, who is in his minority, and is 
a ward of the Court of Chancery. This minor is entitled, under 
the will of a Mr. Dillon, who died many years since, to certain 
estates in the counties of Dublin and Roscommon, of the annual 
value of £2,800, The English Master of the Rolls having, ina 
petition matter, appointed Mr. H. Parker receiver over the 
Trish estates, a motion was made last Wednesday, in the Rolls 
Court here, for the purpose of obtaining an order, directing the 
tenants on these estates to attorn to the aforesaid receiver, and 
to pay their rents to him; and also, for the purpose of per- 
mitting the receiver to pass the accounts of his receivership in 
the office of the English Master of the Rolls, Counsel, in sup- 
port of the motion, cited some cases which are respectively 
reported in 8 Beav. 485; 7 Ir. Jur. 175; and 8 Ir, Eq. Rep, 
869 and 470. After the arguments were concluded-— 

The Master of the Rolls said, that he could not grant the 
application as sought by petitioners. The Act of Geo. 3, en- 
forcing the performance of orders of the English Court of Chan- 
cery and vice versd, applied to money-orders only; but with 
respect to other orders not within the Act, there would be the 
Greatest difficulty in dealing with the case if the order were 








framed as suggested. With great respect for Sir J. Romilly, 
that learned judge’s order was not a correct one, as he had not 
the slightest jurisdiction to make any order upon Irish tenants to 
attorn; and no such order as was now sought could, if made, be 
enforced. The order which should have been made in the Eng- 
lish court was, to direct the guardian of the minor to petition 
this Court for the appointment of a receiver over the Irish 
estates. After making some further observations as to the 
nature of the order which he was disposed to make, his Honour 
directed that the motion should stand over. 

On the 9th inst., the Master of the Rolls having, in the in- 
terim, framed his order, the matter was mentioned again. 

His Honour said, that he had drawn up the order in this case. 
It was, that the minor should be made a ward of the Court of 
Chancery in Ireland. This would give the Court jurisdiction to 
interfere, if anything improper to okplace in connection with the 
minor or his property. He should decline to make an order that 
the tenants pay their rents or attorn to the English receiver; 
and for this reason, besides those he had already stated, because 
it was expressly decided in England that an order for the ap- 
pointment of a receiver was irregular, unless it named the lands 
over which he was appointed, and this order of the Master of 
the Rolls in England did not name a single denomination of 
land, but appointed the receiver over all the minor’s estates in 
Ireland. The order was, besides, made on an entire misappre- 
hension of the practice of the Irish courts. There was no such 
practice in Ireland as that of tenants attorning to a receiver. 
He would refer it to the Master to appoint a receiver, at the 
same time leaving it open to him to appoint Mr. Parker, if he 
should be of opinion that it would be for the minor’s benefit to 
do so. It, however, appeared to him very doubtful whether it 
would be for the minor's benefit that Mr. Parker should be ap- 
pointed, as he was resident in England, and must appoint a sub- 
agent—and it was well known that that was not a beneficial mode 
of managing Irish property. If Mr. Parker were appointed, he 
should enter into security by recognisance according to the course 
of the Court. The order on the tenants to pay their rents to the 
receiver could not be served until the security was perfected, as 
it should have the date of the inrolment of the receiver's recog- 
nisance at foot of it. Now, what would be the position of the 
tenants of these estates if he made the order which had been 
sought for here? If they were subjected to any oppression, and 
upon every petty motion affecting them, they must appear by 
counsel in the Rolls Court at Westminster, and employ an Eng- 
lish solicitor at four, five, or six times the expense they would 
be subject to for appearing in this court. In fact, they could 
not appear at all, as no English solicitor would be likely to act 
for them without receiving beforehand a remittance for his 
costs. He would take right good care, that, during the minority, 
the tenants should have the protection of this Court, and that 
these rents should be accounted for in the Court of Chancery in 
Ireland. He would require the solicitor for the petitioner to 
furnish the Registrar with the names and denominations of the 
lands of which the minor’s estate consisted. 

Master Lirron’s OFrFice. 
Kingston v. Sadleir and Others. 

In this suit a decree had been obtained, in 1855, charging 
Mr. Eyre, as mortgagee in possession of the Earl of Kingston's 
large estates in the county of Cork. The accounts of the de- 
fendant Eyre are now in course of preparation by his English 
solicitor, Mr. Dalrymple, of Parliament-street, assisted by 
Messrs. Morrogh & Kennedy, of Dublin; and these accounts 
were commenced about a year since; but from their long and 
complicated nature, embracing a period of twelve years, and 
comprising receipts and outgoings amounting to about twenty 
thousand a year, they are not yet completed. The present ap- 
plication was one by the defendants seeking for an extension of 
the time allowed for filing these accounts; and one of the 
reasons alleged for their non-completion was, that certain fruit- 
less negotiations towards a compromise had, during the last 
summer, taken place, and that, pending such negotiations, Mr. 
Dalrymple had been unwilling to incur the labour and expense 
of preparing ponderous affidavits which might never be required. 
His affidavit now stated, however, that he was diligently pro- 
ceeding with them; that they were all drafted ; that from their 
aggregate length—about 2,000 folios—the final revision of them 
was a work of great responsibility ; ‘and that the application for 
an extension of time was not made for the purpose of » but 
was, in his judgment, essential to the correctness of the 
statements he was about to lay before the Court. 

The application was strenuously opposed, on behalf of Lord 
Kingston, by Whiteside, Q.C., who deprecated further delay, 
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denying that any person had been authorised to negotiate a 
eompromise, and stating that Mr. Cantwell, Lord Kingston’s 
solicitor, notwithstanding numerous difficulties thrown in his 
way, was prepared to file affidavits amounting in length to 
4,541 folios, which would show, among other things, that a 
very large balance was due to the plaintiff, Lord Kingston, after 
all credits and allowances to the mortgagees. 

The Master referred to the large amounts of money in dis- 
pute, and the nature of the case, and said, that, although he 
agreed with the plaintiff's counsel that an agent should always 
be ready, at six hours’ notice, to furnish his accounts, yet that 
was not the present case. He believed, that, when the discussion 
came on, nine-tenths of it would be occupied by inquiries as to 
rents lost by alleged frauds and defaults of the late J. Sadleir, 
M.P., the receiver over the estates. It was not, strictly speak- 
ing, a mere account of moneys received and disbursed. Under 
all the circumstances of the case, and as, unless time were 
granted, the case would come before the Court on ex parte 
affidavits, he would grant an extension of time to the 20th of 
December—the affidavits to be then filed peremptorily, Costs 
of the motion given to Lord Kingston. 


REGISTRATION OF TITLE TO LAND. 
To the Editor of Tue Souicrrors’ Journat & Reporter. 


Sr,—I rejoice much to see that you have at last arrived at 
the conclusion “that your own immediate duty is to elicit 
opinions and facts, and to promote the better understanding of 
a difficult and complicated subject,” ie. the transfer of land, 
and that, with this view, you propose to afford country soli- 
eitors the opportunity, hitherto denied them, of giving their 
evidence, undoubtedly the most important testimony that can 
be produced on the subject. 

In common with, I believe, the great majority of your sub- 
scribers, I have seen with much regret the utter want of prac- 
tical imformation exhibited in your various leaders on this 
all-important subject. In order not to be misunderstood, I 
must here state that we do not complain of your advocacy of 
an improved plan of conveyancing, even should the result be 
the entire destruction of those who exist by the present system. 
I regret that any solicitor differing from your views should take 
up the low and untenable grounds contained in Mr. Wheeler's 
letter in your last impression. Undoubtedly, where the interests 
of the public clash with the personal interests of the profession, 
the latter must have the go-by, and I am sure that solicitors as 
a body are too high-minded to wish to retain a mischievous 
system for their own personal advantage. They have shown 
on many occasions that such is not their desire or practice. 
But what the profession has certainly a right to require in 
return for this self-negation is, that the public mind shall be 
truly informed, and not misled or influenced by false or exag- 
gerated statements. That the popular notions of the expense, 
delay, and other evils of the present system of land transfer are 
false and absurd in the extreme, will be acknowledged by all 
who are practically acquainted with the subject; and the pro- 
fession had fondly hoped that in your Journal would have been 
found the instrument to correct these notions, and disseminate 
true ones. When, therefore, we find instead that the wildest 
extravagancies of radical journalists, professional pamphleteers, 
or popularity-hunting politicians, are caught at, adopted, and 
enlarged on in the Soicrrors’ JourNat, our disappointment is 
naturally great. When the Real Property Commissioners re- 
port, that, in consequence of the evils of the transfer system, 
land is not accepted by bankers and men of business as a 
security for loans, but is left to unprotected females and other 
helpless persons, practical conveyancers are astounded at the 
audacity that can thus transpose facts to support a foregone con- 
clusion. When “A Solicitor of Thirty Years’ Standing,” 
writing in your columns, tells us that an amendment of the 
system would add ten years’ purchase to the value of land, we 
bestow a pitying sigh on the mental condition of the unfortu- 
nate gentleman. When Sir Fitzroy Kelly tells the Suffolk 
farmers that they cannot purchase £500 worth of land under 
an expense of £60 or £70 (a sum which, at Birmingham, I am 
told, he increased to £1,000); and when he and Lord John 
Russell assert, that, “ to raise a sum of money on a single acre, 
it is necessary to incur all the expense attendant on the pur- 
chase of a large landed estate,” we see and despise the trampery 
tricks of applause-seeking orators. When Mr. Wakefield tells 
the assembled sovants of Birmingham that “ the cost (of title) 
is the same for one acre as for a thousand ;” that the present 
law offers an “insuperable barrier” to the acquisition of land 
by the industrious classes; that it crowds dwellings and causes 





emigration; and when, warming with his subject, the acute 
lecturer discovers connections of cause and effect the most 
curious that have been conceived since days when Tenter- 
den Steeple was popularly supposed to cause the Goodwin 
Sands, we enjoy a hearty laugh, and are not sorry to find that 
so dry a subject can be treated in so comical a manner. But 
when, Sir, we find these various absurdities gravely adopted by 
you, and the adhesion of their authors to the new scheme 
triumphantly hailed, our feelings are all merged in the deepest 
regret that ignorance so gross and reckless should be shared by 
the conductors of your Journal. Therefore, Sir, as you wish to 
regain the confidence of the profession, to be thought its organ 
and representative, but, above all, as you wish to promulgate 
simple truth, I counsel you vigorously to push your proposed 
inquiries amongst practical men. Having, by this means, 
arrived at a true knowledge of the nature and extent of exist- 
ing evils, you will be able to employ the great talent we are 
glad to see you have at command in solving the questions—To 
what extent any possible change will add to, or diminish, these 
evils? and how far the benefit, if any, to be derived will be 
worth the risks and inconvenience of the change? And if, Sir, 
you will permit me to suggest a case to which this operation 
might be effectively applied, I would take the one to which you 
are so fond of alluding, the case of a small purchase, say £100, 
a case which will no doubt be the best test of any and every 
scheme of reform. 

Your inquiries amongst the country solicitors will, I venture 
to say, have informed you, that the costs of a purchase of £100 
do not, on the average, exceed £5, including stamps. Indeed, 
I believe the average to be lower than this—certainly so, if the 
very large number of conveyances by building and land societies 
(transactions, by the bye, which must be grievously interfered 
with by any registration system) are brought into the caleula- 
tion. Under the new plan, which may ultimately meet with 
your approbation, what will be the difference—when the stamps, 
solicitors’ per-centage or other remuneration, and the necessary 
contribution towards a costly system of registration have been 
paid—between the old and new expenses? Can you even say 
that the cost will not be increased? But suppose that your 
plan is so perfect that the expense is reduced one-half—nay, for 
the sake of argument, I will suppose that the £5 is swept away 
altogether—by your own arguments, this £5 will be at once 
clapped on by the vendor ‘‘as a goodly per-centage to the 
market value of his property.” How, then, is the purchaser 
benefited? How is the “insuperable barrier” to the acquisi- 
tion of land removed? How are the industrious classes, who 
are now crowded in unwholesome dwellings, or driven to emigra~ 
tion, aided in their aspirations for a bit of Mother Earth? Or 
suppose, if you will, that the purchaser really gets the benefit of 
the whole £5—I then ask, what will be the effect of the differ- 
ence between £100 and £105 in the total cost of his purchase? 
Will this trifling difference cause the ten conveyances in the 
place of one, of which you so confidently spoke in a late leader ? 
Can you, Sir, in your most sanguine moments, suppose that, by 
such an infinitesimal change, ten landowners will be anxious to 
sell, and ten purchasers ready to buy, where one of each is now 
alone to be found? Does not common sense, on the contrary, 
tell us, that not one extra purchase will be induced by the 
alteration? And if so, I should be glad to know how any one 
of the many grand benefits, social or other, that you predict from 
the change, can possibly arise. 

When, Sir, you, or any other opponent of the per system, 
will answer these questions, and will show the satisfactory 
working of the desired alterations in the above case, I shall 
willingly become a convert, but at present I must beg to remain 
a sceptic—and, Sir, your most obedient servant, 

A ConvEYANCING CLERK, 


Review, 


Davidson's Precedents and Forms in Conveyancing. Second 
editio. By Cuartes Davinsoy, Tuomas C. Wricut, & 
Jacow WaA.ty, Esqrs., Barristers-at-Law. Vol. 2. Part I. 
—London: Maxwell. Dublin: Hodges, Smith, & Co. 1857. 
If one may judge by the rate at which the successive volumes 

of conveyancing treatises issue from the press, and the shifting 

of the work from one to another in the course of their leisurely 
progress, this branch of legal literature may safely be pro- 
nounced the heaviest of all. We do not remember how much 








| time was occupied in the production of the old “ Martin’s Con- 


veyancing” on which the present edition of ‘“ Davidson's 
Conveyancing” is founded; but we have it on the authority of 
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Mr. Davidson, in the preface to this second edition, that Mr. 


’ Martin’s share in the compilation of the work which bears his 


name was very minute—one-half of the first volume, and the 
whole of three others, being the composition of Mr. Davidson 
alone. A very similar process appears to be going on with the 
second edition. The first volume appeared in 1855, under the 
names of Mr. Davidson and Mr. Wright. The first half only 
of the second volume has now been published, after an interval 
of two years; and the labour of preparing the work for publica- 
tion, even at this moderate speed, seems to have been too much 
for the energies or the leisure of the original editors; and a 
third colleague, Mr. Waley, is announced as having been asso- 
ciated in the undertaking. Perhaps by the time that the 
present generation of the bar has passed away, and after a 
goodly proportion of their numbers have tried their hands at 
the task, we may be able to secure a complete series of anno- 
tated precedents by Messrs. Davidson, Wright, & Waley, 
their successors and assigns. We have no desire to see an 
important practical book hurried through the press so rapidly 
as not to afford a reasonable time for careful deliberation and 
correction. But the fragmentary way in which it has become 
the fashion to produce conveyancing treatises is not only an 
inconvenience to purchasers, but has an obvious tendency to 
deteriorate the value of the books themselves. A man who 
begins to buy volumes of Mr. A.’s comprehensive treatise does 
not calculate on being supplied with a series of independent 
books by Messrs. B., C., and so on up to Z. Of course, no 
author can guarantee the possession of future life and leisure to 
complete every opus magnum to which he may put his hand. 
But it is hardly fair, systematically to issue a series of volumes 
so tardily as to render a number of successive delegations of 
the enterprise almost a certainty. Mr. Davidson is no doubt 
occupied enough; but, having put forth a first volume for which 
he has had an extensive sale, he owes it to the public to bestir 
himself to complete the undertaking within a reasonable time. 
The first volume of this edition has been long enough before 
the public to render any critical notice of its contents superflu- 
ous. The introductory portion, which is essentially different, 
both in scope and detail, from that of Martin, is practical and 
to the purpose; and Mr. Davidson’s Common Forms are too 
generally known and used to require any special notice at 
present. We cannot, however, avoid referring to a Chapter in 
which the author treats of the purpose and proper form of 
recitals, which might be read with advantage by the disciples 
of the new conveyancing school, of which Mr. Prior has 
appeared as the founder. While Mr. Davidson goes as far as 
any one in condemning unnecessary recitals, he lays it down 
without hesitation that the proposition of some pretended re- 
formers to dispense altogether with recitals is absurd, so long as 
the law permits property to be held and charged in so complex 
a manner as is at present the case. ‘The two necessary classes 
of recitals are stated by our author to be—narrative recitals, to 
explain what the interests of the several parties are ; and short, 
introductory recitals, to show what they intend to do. These 
are, on the new-fangled system, intended to be replaced partly 
by parenthetical clauses—which are really recitals out of place— 
and partly by schedules intended to relieve the obscurity which 
the novel scheme is so calculated to produce. 

One of the canons laid down upon the subject by Mr. Davti- 
son disposes in fact of the whole plan of explanatory parentheses 
as the substitutes for preliminary recitals; and this is, that 
recitals within recitals should be avoided. The obvious reasons 
for this maxim are applicable with still greater force to con- 
demn a quasi-recital within an operative clause, than to forbid 
a subsidiary within a principal recital. The whole of this 
introduction, indeed, is filled with suggestions of great practical 
value, from which the conveyancing student may get the same 
kind of assistance which he would otherwise have to pick up by 
slow degrees from the casual corrections of a tutor, or the 
gradual experience of practice. ‘The second volume, or so much 
of it as has been issued, is composed for the most part of prece- 
dents of agreements and conveyances on sales, The general 
character of the forms deserves the credit, which is so much 
aimed at now, of reasonable brevity, combined with clearness of 
diction. ‘The covenants, for example, are what some years ago 
would have ben thought monstrously brief; but yet they 
express all that the most verbose of the old precedents can be 
supposed to contain. It is very much in pruning the exuber- 
ance of tautological expressions that Mr. Davidson has sought 
and found the means of reducing his model conveyances within 
moderate bounds; and though they are, of course, somewhat 
more lengthy than Mr. Prior's naked skeletons of drafts, there 
is little for any one to find fault with on the score of prolixity. 





Much of a book of precedents must consist of substantially 
ancient forms; but in those particulars where modern legisla- 
tion has rendered a change in old-fashioned formule desirable, 
the author has not been so wedded to antiquity as to leave his 
precedents unaltered. For example, the minute and cumbrous 
provisions for submitting to arbitration disputes which might 
arise out of the terms of an indenture, are replaced by a clause 
in which it is agreed that such differences shall be referred to 
two arbitrators or their umpire, pursuant to the provisiors of 
the Common Law Procedure Act; and a note, the truth of 
which will be generally recognised, is added, to the effect that 
arbitration clauses, though commonly employed, were seldom of 
any practical benefit, and that a short clause referring to the 
statute will now answer every purpose. 

It is difficult to lay down any very definite principle by 
which the scope of the notes to a collection of precedents should 
be governed. There is such a multitude of points indirectly 
connected with every kind of conveyance, that it is almost 
impossible for any system of notes to be made thoroughly ex- 
haustive. To be so, indeed, they would require to embody a 
very large proportion of the whole body of English law, and 
would extend far beyond any reasonable limits. So much 
information, however, as is necessarily and immediately con- 
nected with the form of a draft suited to a given set of circum- 
stances—the parties to join, the mode in which the consideration 
should be stated, the covenants to be entered into, and the like 
—is fairly to be expected in such a work as Mr. Davidson's; 
and, without entering into many details on this subject, we may 
say that the authors, though they have certainly given many 
useful notes, do not appear to have guided themselves in general 
in the selection of topics to be discussed by any very precise 
principle. But the language of the commentary is satisfactory 
for its terse compression of the matter which it contains; and 
if one is sometimes disposed to find fault with the absence of 
practical observations which might have been given, and at 
others with attempts here and there to produce something like 
a treatise instead of a note, the last error at any rate is one 
which will be readily pardoned, and is in great measure re- 
deemed by the brevity with which each point, and the appro- 
priate authorities in support of it, are set down. Thus, ina 
note to a conveyance in fee, with a reservation of coal and other 
mines, and the rights necessary to facilitate their working, is 
given a sort of abstract of the whole law of mines, which, 
though it is inevitably incomplete, and we think a little out of 
place, is nevertheless a very creditable specimen of compendious 
information. In another place apropos of an agreement to refer, 
there is introduced a summary of the law relating to arbitra- 
tions, which also strikes us as an attempt to exceed the true 
province of a note to a precedent of an agreement. So far as it 
goes, however, the summary is well done; and the only com- 
plaint one has to make is, that too much is aimed at, and not 
that too little is given. Probably most readers will be glad to 
find a considerable amount of information appended to their 
precedents; but the danger of thus extending notes beyond 
their true province is, that they are apt to be relied on as con- 
taining all the existing law upon topics which really require a 
treatise for their discussion. But we are too sensible of the 
difficulty of laying down any rigid rule on the subject, to make 
the exuberance of some annotations, or the absence of a few 
others, a ground for serious complaint. The main point is, that 
whatever is given should either be complete in itself, or contain 
some reference to the special werks where the reader may find 
the additional learning that he may require to use. In this 
respect Mr. Davidson's notes are, in general, safe from hostile 
criticism ; and if the future volumes are produced with as much 
careful attention as this last instalment, and with a little more 
speed, the purchasers of the work may well be content with 
their bargains. 

One ratber palpable blunder occurs, indeed, at page 377, 
where a note is given in these words :—‘ A widow is dowable 
of an equity of redemption ; and, therefore, in cases where the 
vendor has a wife to whom he was married before the Ist of 
January, 1834, she must join in the conveygace” This infer- 
ence is wrong, for the simple reason that afwife married before 
the ist of January, 1834, is not affected by the Dower Act, and 
is therefore not dowable of an equity of redemption. No wife 
need join in a conveyance of her husband’s equity. If married 
before the 1st of January, 1834, she has no interest in it by way 
of dower ; if since, her husband's conveyance will bar her dower 
without her concurrence. It is strange how such an error could 
have crept into an otherwise accurate work ; but it must not be 
inferred from it that blundering is by any means a general 
characteristic of the performance of Messrs. Davidson & Co, 
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Solicitors and Proctors’ Benevolent 
Association, 


FOR THE RELIEF OF POOR AND NECESSITOUS 
ATTORNEYS, SOLICITORS, AND PROCTORS IN 
ENGLAND AND WALES, AND OF THEIR WIVES, 
WIDOWS, AND FAMILIES. 


It is intended to hold the first meeting of members of this 
Association in London, on Wednesday, the 6th of January, 1858, 
at Radley’s Hotel, New Bridge-street, Blackfriars, at twelve 

o’clock at noon precisely, when a Report will be read, directors 
and trustees elected, and other business transacted. Applica- 
tions to become members may be sent to 
James ANDERTCN, Solicitor, Bridge-street, Blackfriars. 
E. Banner, Solicitor, Liverpool. 
J. Hort Suaw, Solicitor, Leeds. 


The following are the rules of the Association :-— 

1. The Association consists of attorneys, solicitors, and proc- 
tors practising in England and Wales. 

2. The objects of the Association are to relieve the poor and 
necessitous widows and families of deceased members, and also 
such poor and necessitous members as may be incapacitated for 
business through bodily or mental infirmity, or other inevitable 
calamity, and their wives and families. 

3. Every attorney, solicitor, and proctor practising in Eng- 
land or Wales who is a member of the Incorporated Law 
Society, or of the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association, 
or of any local law society in England or Wales, is eligible to 
become a member of this Association on his own application; 
and every other attorney, solicitor, or proctor practising as 
aforesaid, and desiring to become a member, must be proposed 


and seconded by members, and approved by the directors of the 


Association. 

4. Members have the option of becoming life members or 
annual members. Each life member pays ten guineas on ad- 
mission, and each annual member pays two guineas on admis- 
sion, which includes his subscription for the current year; and 
in both cases payment precedes complete membership. 

5. Every annual member pays a subscription of one guinea a 
year in advanee, on the Ist day of January in each year after 
his admission. 

6. Every annual member who fails to pay his subscription 
before the 1st of July in each year ceases to be a member. 

7. As a general rule, relief is not given in respect of member- 
ship which has not existed for two whole years. 

8. The Association is under the management of thirty direc- 
tors annually elected, of whom ten are metropolitan, and twenty 
are provincial members. 

9. An annual general meeting of the Association is held on a 
day and place appointed by the directors, of which twenty-one 
days’ notice is given. Special general meetings, of which 
similar notice is given, specifying their objects, are called by 
the directors on their own motion, or on requisition in writing 
signed by not less than ten members. 

10. The directors are elected at the annual general meeting, 
and remain in office until the next election of directors. 

11. The funds of the Association are vested in four trustees, 
members of the Association, and vacancies occasioned by death 
of trustees, termination of membership, resignation, or other 
cause, are filled up at the annual general meeting. 

12. Any two members may, by writing signed by them, 
nominate one member for election as a director or trustee, and 
such nomination must be sent to the directors seven days before 
the annual general meeting. No member is eligible as a 
director or trustee who is not so nominated. 

13. Notwithstanding the last’ preceding rule, directors are 
eligible for re-election without nomination. 

14. The directors conduct the general business of the Asso- 
ciation, elect their chairman, appoint a secretary, engage officers, 
make rules and regulations for the management of the Associa- 
tion, direct the investment of and control and distribute the 
funds, decide finally on all applications for relief, and the amount 
and mode of affording it, and the persons to be relieved. 

15. The directors are also empowered in special cases 

afford relief to parents or collateral relations of deceased 
members, and (where the state of the funds and the circum- 
of 
to 


s 


the case appear to the directors to justify their so 

render pecuniary assistance to the widows and fami- 

lies of deceased attorneys, solicitors, and proctors, who were not 
members at the time of death. 

16. The directors are, moreover, empowered to promote the 


dite 





formation of local committees to aid them in the investigation of 
applications for relief, and for other purposes connected with 
the administration of the affairs of the Association. 

17. The uninvested funds of the Association are kept in the 
name of the Association at a banker’s selected by the directors. 
All sums received on account of the Association are paid to the 
banker, and all cheques on the banker are drawn by order of 
the directors, and signed by two of the directors, and also by 
the secretary. 

18. The directors make a report of the proceedings of the 
Society, and the state of the funds, to the annual general 
meeting. 

19. At the annual general meeting, two members, not being 
directors, are appointed auditors of the aceounts for the ensuing 


ear. 
. 20. The following members are the directors of the Associa- 
tion until the annual general meeting of the Association in 
the year 1859 :—[Not yet elected.] 

21. The following members are the trustees of the Associa- 
tion :—[Not yet elected. ] 

22. The meetings of the Directors are held in London; the 
presence of five directors is necessary to form a meeting. 

23. The rules of the Association may from time to time be 
abrogated or altered, or new rules may be made at any annual 
general meeting, consisting of not less than twenty-four mem- 
bers, by the vote of three-fourths of the members present ; but 
notice of any motion for such abrogation, alteration, or new 
rules must be given to the Secretary one month before the 
meeting. 

24. All notices required by these rules may be sent by post. 

[The Subscription List will be given in our next number. ] 


<>. 
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Registration of Title Report. 


QUESTIONS CIRCULATED AMONG MEMBERS OF THE 
PROFESSION, AND CERTAIN OTHER PERSONS, 
IN ENGLAND AND IRELAND. 


QUESTIONS. 


1. Do you consider that the sale and transfer of land is 
impeded or rendered more expensive than it ought to be, by 
the necessity which now exists for the retrospective investiga- 
tion of the title on the occasion of each successive transfer ? 

2. Is it your opinion that the disposition of land is impeded 
or rendered insecure by reason of the want of a registry of the 
title to the land or of the assurances deducing the title ? 

8. Would the sale and transfer of land be facilitated by 
establishing a public register or record of the title to land? 

4. If so, would such increased facility of sale and transfer 
be obtained by avoiding the investigation of the past title, 
or by diminishing the expense of transfer, or by making the 
buyer more safe and secure, or in each of these ways? or in 
what other way would the register assist the sale and transfer ? 

5. If you think the expense would be diminished, would it 
be a saving to the buyer only, or to both seller and buyer? 

6. What proportion of the expense of a purchase of land 
may, upon an average, be taken to arise from the investigation 
of and inquiries into the title, and matters connected therewith ? 

7. Do you think that it is practicable to form a registry of 
title as distinguished from a register of the various deeds and 
assurances under which the title has been derived ? 

8. Might a register of title be instrumental in simplifying 
generally the title to land, and the forms of conveyance? and 
how? 

9. If a register of title were established, what forms of 
ownership or property, besides the fee, should, in your opinion, 
be put upon the register ? 

10. Would it be essential to the purposes in view, to adopt 
the principle of exhibiting only the present actual and existing 
title, without the history or past deduction of it? and might a 
retrospective inquiry into the former dealings and transactions 
be in this way avoided ? 

11. If the register should disclose the deduction and history 
of the title, would it in any and what respects differ from 
a registry of assurances ? 

12. Would it be necessary or desirable, as part of such a 
system, to provide that all forms of ownership, except those 
admissible to the register, should be of the nature of trusts 
only ? 

13. Would it be necessary or desirable, as part of such a 
system, to provide that equitable interests and trusts should 
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not, except when specially protected on the register, bind or 
affect the title of the registeted owner ? 

14. Would it be necessaty or desirable that equities and 
trusts, except when protected on the register, should become 
personal confidences merely, enforceable personally against the 
fegistered owner, but fiot coifétring any right as against the 
land itself ? 

15. Might trusts and equities, intended to affeet the registered 
oWtier, be protected oft the register, consistently with the other 
Objects above tientioned, so as to prevent the registered owner 
from transferring the land while such protection should exist, 
or frott transferring it otherwise than subject to the protected 
interest ? 

16. Could the existing system of settlements, by which the 
limitations and trusts of the settlement modify and become 
part of the title, be continued consistently with the principle 
of a simple register of title, or with the above-mentioned 
objects proposed in the registry ; if so, in what manner ? 

17. Do you think that settlements, trusts, and equities would 
be adequately protected by allowing the parties interested 
under them, or others, to put a distringas, caveat, or stop 
upon the register, or to take some other proceeding in the 
Fegistry office of a similat nature? 

18. Should this distringas, caveat, or stop necessarily have 
the effect of altogether preventing a transfer while uneancelled ? 
or might the transfer be permitted to take place subject to the 
interest protected by the distringas, caveat, or stop? 

19. In the class of interests allowed to be protected by 
distringas, &c., could any and what distinction be made 
between those which should prevent a transfer, and those which 
should not so operate ? 

20. Should all equitable interests, &c., be allowed to be 
protected by distringas, &c.; or should the right of obtaining 
that protection be attached to only some and what equitable 
interests, &c. ? 

21. Should the register define or describe the interest of the 
person putting on the distringas, &c., or should it state (as in 
the case of a distringas upon stock) only the name and address 
of stich person ? 

22. How should the benefit of the distringas, &c., be seeured 
to persons afterwards acquiring, by sale ot otherwise, the 
interest protected by the distringas, &c. ? 

28. What should be the authority or evidence required to 
entitle a person to put a distringas, &c., on the register ? 

24. Can you suggest any other mode than the distringas, &c., 
of protecting equitable interests and trusts against the improper 
alienation of land by the registered owner ? 

+ 25. Do you consider the instances of misappropriation or 
misdealing by trustees of stock or money, involving loss to 
their beneficiaries, frequent of numerous ? 

26. Having regard to such cases, and to the effect of the 
powers of sale now usually inserted in settlements and mort- 
gages, is if, in your opinion, objectionable, as part of a system 
of registration of title, to vest the registered ownership, both 
legal and equitable, of settled land in trustees, subject only to 
the liberty given to beneficiaries of protecting themselves by 
distringas, &c. ? 

27. Does it ap to you that the security of settlements 
or trusts would unduly impaired by their ceasing to bind 
the title and follow the land (as at perme and depending 
for their efficacy, as against the land, upon acts and forms 
external to the settlement, such as are above suggested ? 

28. Would it be necessary, for the purpose of insuring 
accuracy in the registered title, and for the security of pur- 
chasers, to couple the registry with a public map ? 

29. Would it be indispensable to the registry of the title 
that the Registrar should ascertain the accuracy of the descrip- 
tion and the identity of the land ? 

80. In your view, would it be necessary to invest the Chief 
Registrar with judicial authority for any and what. purposes 
in connection with the registration of title ? 

$1. Should the registration be voluntary or compulsory ? 

82. Should the tration confer at the oufset a warranted 
or parliamentary title? If so, how should claimants and the 
nature of their rights be ascertained? Or,— 

88. Would it be sufficient if the provisions of the registry 
related only to the title subsequent to its commencement, 
lea the antecedent title to be still (as now) the subject of 
investigation, until by lapse of time or otherwise that should 


become unnecessaty ? 
SUPPLEMENTAL QuxsTIoNs. 
$4. Do you consider that Ireland, by reason of its existing 





registry of deeds, its complete ordnance survey and uniform 
public valuation, or the machinery of its Incumbered Estates 
Act, possesses any and what advantages for the introduction 
of some permanent system to facilitate the sale and transfer 
of land ? 

35. Have you considered any plan of transferable debentures 
or certificates charged upon land, in cotinection with the 
subject of facilitating transfers by a system for the registration 
of ownership or title? Mention your views in regard to such 
land debentures, and whether you would atiticipate any and 
what benefit therefrom; and any examples of land debentures 
having been in successful operation, or proposed for general 
adoption, either in these countries ot abroad. 

36. State shortly any special information respecting the 
ordnance maps of Ireland; their advantages or imperfections; 
their scales for the rural districts, and for towns; the uses to 
which they have been applied, and particularly their use in 
dealings relating to Irish land; also their total cost, and 
the period occupied in their preparation. 
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Court Papers. 


AQueews Bench. 
NEW CASES.—MicusenMas TERM, 1857. 
SPECIAL PAPER. 





Sp. Case.  Neish and Another v. Graham and Others. 
~ Frost, jun., v. Price. 
Dem. Trulock v. The Engineers’ Masonie and Universal, &c., 
Society. 
pa Morris, Administrator, &c., 7. The Irish Land Society. 
Sp. Case. Swindell and Another v. The Company and Proprietors of 


the Birmingham Canal Navigation. 

Co. Cot. Ap. Bailey v. Cuckson. 

NEW TRIAL PAPER, 

Brook v. Aston. 

Betts v. Menzies and Another. 

Frome v. Ashdown and Others, 

* Carr and Another v. Chapple. 

The Queen ¢. Feary and Others. 

Le Neve tv. The Vestry of the Hamlet of Mile-end Old Town. 

Seed v. Higgins. 

Beckwith and Another v. Ballin and Another. 

Dacy v. The South-Eastern Railway Company. 

w Elkins v. Murphy. 

Newall v. Webster and Another. 

‘a Lee and Others, Assignees, &c., v. Bullen. 

The Prince of Wales Life and Educational Assurance Com- 
pany, v. Harding, Official Manager of the Athenzeum Life 
Assurance Company. 

Brown v. Collier. 

Begby and Others v. Fry and Another. 

Blackmore v. The Bristol and Exeter Railway Company. 

Brellisford v. Berry and Others, 

Clark v. Stormont. 

Pallier v. Papineau. 

Woods v. May. 

Ransom v. Goodwin. 

Miller and Another, Assignees, &c., v. Draper. 

Haddock and Another v. Trotman and Others, 

The Queen v. The Inhabitants of Temple Fowley. 

The Queen v. The Inhabitants of St. Clement. 

Hall v. Carlton. 

Woolliscroft v. Watson. 

The Queen v. Jowett. 

Thistlewood v. Lambert and Another. 

The Lancaster and Carlisle Railway Company ?. Heaton and 


Another. 
CROWN PAPER. 
Middlesex. The Queen on the prosecution of the Trustses of the Poor o 
the Parish of St. John, Hackney, Responisnts, v. Thé Rev 
Thomas O. Goodchild, Clerk, and Another, Appellants. 


Middlesex. 


RO The Queen on the prosecution of the Churchwardens and 
Suss Overseers of Lamberhurst, Respondents, «. The Rev. 
bp oa Robert Hawkins, Clerk, Appellant, 

Sudbury. James Potter, Appellant, v. Thomas Berry and Walter 


Smith, Respondents. 


Sussex. The Queen v. George Fuller. 

Exeter. The Queen v. The Inhabitants of the Parish of Crediton, 
Devon. 

Kent. The Secretary of the North Kent Railway Company, Appel- 


lant, v. Charles Robert Badger, Respondent. 
Westmoreland. William Park, Appellant, vr. George Foster, Respondent. 


Common Pleas. 
DEMURRER PAPER. 
Wednesday, Nov. 18. 
Dem. Gooch and Another v. Sheart and Another, 
é Sinnott v. The Board of Works for the Whitechapel District. 


The Court will hear Appeals from decisions of Revising Barristers, on 
Monday the 16th, and Thursday the 19th November. 


Crehequer of Pleas. 
SPECIAL PAPER. 
Murray v. Smith and Ux. 
- Minshull ¢. Oakes and Another. 
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Willey v. The West Cornwall Railway Company. 


NEW TRIAL PAPER. 
Glave v. Harding and Another. 





* The National Assurance and Investment Association ». 
Best. 
Price v. Burva. 


Burling v. Harley and Another. 


” 
London. Bryant v. The National Savings Bank Association. 
i Furness v. Meek. 
‘ Whitmore and Another, Assignees, &c., ¥. Northcott-and 
Another. 
” Davies v. Underwood. 
mae Hudson and Others v. Baxendale and Others. 
Maidstone. Shilling, Administratrix, &c., v. The Accidental Death 
Insurance Company. 
* Weston rv. Beeman and Another. 
Croydon. Attenborough v. Clark. 
in Botcherby v. Beaumont and Another, Executors, &c. 
Monmouth. Latch and Others v. Rumney Railway Company. 
- Chapman v. The Monmouthshire Railway and Canal 


mpany. 
ue Jones and Another v. The Same. 
Gloucester. Ruck v. Williams. 


Durham. Huntley v. Simson. 
Newcastle. Gibson v. Doeg (Ejectment). 
” ° Same v. Same. 
ian Suter and Another v. Burrell. 
Liverpool M‘Manus v. The Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Com- 
pany. 
= Vise, Administratrix, &e., v. 
o Manley, a rn ag ke, ®, sonthe St. Helen’s Canal and 
Railway Compan 
Cambridge. Phillips v. N: afar oan Others. 
Ruthin. Rogers v. Taylor. 
Mold. Williams v. Eyton. 
Chester. Read v. Hughes. 


Winchester. Lee and Others v. Dashwood. 

3 Ley and Others v. Peter. 
Bristol. Gurney v. Evans and Another. 
Northampton. Bower v. Morley. 
Hobson v. Cowley and Another. 
Atkinson and Ux. v, Buswell. 
Haverfordwest. Williams, Executor, &c., v. Morgan. 
Brecon. Price v. Price and Others. 


»— 


Births, Marriages, anv Beaths. 
BIRTHS. 


CRIDLAND—On Nov. 10, the wife of Joseph John Cridland, Esq., of 
Lincoln's-inn-fields, of a daughter. 

HAYES—On Nov. 9, at Pembroke-road, Kensington, prematurely, Mrs. 
Robert Hayes, of a son, which survived its birth only a few hours, 

HOWARD—On Oct. 28, the wife of J. M. Howard, Esq., of the Middle 
Temple, of a daughter. 

WILSON—On Nov. 5, at Ealing-green, Ealing, the wife of John Wilson, 
Esq., of Gray’s-inn, of a sun. 


MARRIAGES, 


KINDERSLEY—KINDERSLEY—On Nov. 10, at Trinity Church, Mary- 
lebone, by the Rev. J. Spearman Wasey, Vicar of Compton, Berks, and 
the Hon. and Rev. William Byron, Rector of Stoke Talmage, Oxon, the 
Rev. Richard Cockburn Kindersley, Vicar of Brampford Speke, aig 
younger son of the Vice-Chancellor Sir Richard Torin Kindersley, to 
Georgina Anne, third daughter of Edward Cockburn Kindersley, Esq., 
of Harley-street. 

OWEN—-RAY_On Noy. 7, at Trinity Church, Cloudesley-square, by the 
Rev. F. Walter, M.A., of Boughton Monchelsea, Kent, William Steven- 
son Owen, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law, to Mary Ledger, 
youngest daughter of the late George Ray, Esq., of Milton-next-Sit- 
tingbourne, Kent. 

DEATHS. 


DEW—On Nov. 9, at 25 Duncan-terrace, London, aged 5 years and 1 
month, of scarlet fever, Elizabeth Grace, the youngest daughter of 
Samuel Dew, Esq. 

MARSHALL—On Oct. 30, at Belmont, Lyme Regis, William Marshall, of 

Taunton, Solicitor, aged 56. 

MILLER—On Nov. 5, in the 24th year of her age, at Richmond, Surrey, 
Miriam, daughter of Mark Blowers Miller, Esq., and Harriet, his wife. 
PEPPER—On Oct. 23, at 10 Upper Ranelagh-street, Pimlico, Marianne, 

the wife of Mr. John Pepper, Solicitor. 

ROBERTSON—On Nov. 6, at 24 Carlton-hill, St. John’s-wood, Patrick 

aan” of the Inner Temple, eldest son 


csq., aged 27, 
SHEPPARD—On Nov. 4, ( Kokes Halford Sheppard, Esq., of the Middle 
65. 


Temple, London, aged 
WARWICK—On Nov. #, at Howland-street, [Fitzroy-square, Guy War- 
wick, of Lincoin’s-inn, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, aged 69, 
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Gndaimed Stock in the pag of Englanv. 
The Amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 


transferred to the Parties claiming he omne, unless other Claimants 
appear within Three Months :— 


Asnottr, THomas, Varmer, Wisbeach St. Mary's, Cambridgeshire, 
£76: = 4 Reduced.—Ciaimed by Many Aun Annortt, Widow, adminis- 


Bursyr, a Cuautes Puipyavx, Padstow, Cornwall, £95: 5: 11 
New 2 per Cents.—Claimed by Many Juuny Puipeaux Buune, Spin- 
ster, and Cano.ineg dete nement Aap now wife of Hon. Gronoy Joun 


Cavenvisn, the ad 
FORD, FT onecny Gent., at, Compton. Brunswick-sq,, £100 New 3 
per Centa—Claimed by ROCKFORD, 





Duncan, JEmmmA AGNnEs, Widow, Westfield-lodge, Bath, £1,019: 14: 2 
New 3 per Cents. —Claimed by Jemma Acnes Duncan, 

Goopwyrn, JANE, and ANN Epwarps, Widows, Tetbury, Gloucestershire, 
£750 Consols.—Claimed by JanE GoopwYn and ANN Epwarps. 

Jackson, Ricnarp, Esq., Betchton House, Sandbach, Cheshire, £158: 6:2 
New 3 Cents.—Claimed by Josern BuLLocK, surviving executor of 
Joun GALLEY Day Jackson, who was the sole executor. 

KerricuH, Epwarp, Esq., Elmer, near Leatherhead, and Rev. CHARLES 
Avuecustus STEUVART, Ewhurst,. Surrey, £104: 8: 10 Consols.—Claimed 
by Epwarp Kerricu and CHARLES AUGUSTUS STEUART. 

LanGston, JosePx, Labourer, Richmond, Surrey, and EL!1zaBETH LaNc- 
ston, his wife, £100 New 3 per Cents.— Claimed by Lucy Matruews, 
wife of EpwarD Matruews, administratrix of ELIZABETH LaNGsToN, 
the survivor. 

Orway, Major-Gen. Sir Lorrus Wrii1am, Park-crsct., Regent’s-pk., 
£319: 17: 2 Consols.—Claimed by Dame Frances Orway, Widow, sole 
execut 

Suarp, JoHN GrorGE, Window-glass-cutter, Bermondsey-new-rd., and 
ExizaBETH SHarp, his wife, £33: 8: 4 New 3 per Cents—Claimed by 
Joun GEORGE SHarRP and ELizaBETH SHARP, 


~<> 
wr 


Weirs at Law and Pert of Kin. 
Advertised for in the London Gazette and elsewhere during the Week. 


Bonp, WILLIAM, a Gt. Marlow, Bucks (who died in June, 1856). 

— v. ig "V.C. Wood. Last Day for Proof, Nov. 28. Hearing, 
4, at 1 

CLARKE, Wim, Lapidary and Jeweller, born in London or Devon- 
shire in 1790 or 1792; convicted in 1818 at the Old Bailey, and trans- 
ported for life to New South Wales; deceased's father lived in Goswell- 
st., City-rd.—Heir at law to apply to Sackville Davis, Esq., Solicitor, 51 
Guildford-st., Russell-sq. 

FLANDERS, ELIZABETH, Widow, 6 Brunswick-sq., Middlesex, formerly E. 
Moorhouse, Spinster (who died in Feb. 1857). Re Flanders, Dryland v. 
Dryland, V. C. Stuart. Last day of Proof, Jan. 11. Hearing, Jan. 21, 
at 12. 


Moss, Saran, Spinster, late of Doncaster, Yorkshire, daughter of Isaac 
Moss, a native of Manchester, and formerly resided in Leeds.—Next of 
kin to apply to F. W. Fisher, Solicitor, Doncaster. 








Money Market. 


CITY, Frmay Eventne. 


Notice was given yesterday afternoon from the Bank of 
England that the Governor had received a letter from the First 
Lord of the Treasury, and the Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
authorising an unrestricted issue of notes on approved securities, 
at a rate not less than 10 per Cent., to which rate the Bank 
advanced on Monday last. By this measure the Bank Act is 
suspended, and relief is afforded to parties requiring pecuniary 
accommodation. The tranquillity which previously existed has 
been greatly disturbed during the week by very heavy failures. 
Dennistoun & Co., of Glasgow, Liverpool, and London, failed, with 
liabilities amounting to two millions, caused by the entire sus- 
pension of remittances from the United States. The failure of 
the Liverpool Borough Bank has been followed by those of the 
Western Bank of Scotland, at Glasgow, and of the City of 
Glasgow Bank, and, of course, all their branches, amounting in 
number to about two hundred, and extending over almost the 
whole of Scotland. The losses incurred by the Western Bank 
during the last month are estimated at not less than £600,000. 
These losses, and others of vast magnitude, are understood to be 
wholly attributable to persons and engagements connected with 
the trade of the United States. By the failure of the Banks a void 
is created in the note circulation of Scotland, amounting to 
about £400,000, which urgently requires to be filled up. It 
appears that the failures in Scotland have chiefly been the 
cause of the Government letter, and have also been mainly 
instrumental in bringing down the London house of Sanderson, 
Sandeman, & Co., which suspended payment on Wednesday, with 
liabilities amounting to more than three millions. It is believed 
there are sufficient securities and property fully to meet these 
liabilities, and that in the case of the failing banks in Scotland, 
if the banking assets fall short, the shareholders are able to 
make good the deficiency. 

The arrivals of specie from Australia, partly in England and 
partly at Suez, amount to about £800,000. Consols closed this 
afternoon at 89} to 89} per cent. for money, showing an advance 
of nearly one per cent. since this day week. It is not a little 
astonishing that the funds should have thus risen during a 
period fraught with such grave disastera, 

From the Bank of England return for the week ending the 
11th November, 1857, which we give below, it appears that the 
amount of notes in circulation is £20,183,855, being a decrease 
of £88,390, and the stock of bullion in both departments is 
£7,170,508, showing a decrease of £1,827,272 when compared 
with the previous return, The run for gold in Scotland has 
caused a great part of this heavy drain. The reserve of notes 
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in the banking department had fallen on Wednesday from 
£2,155,315 to £957,710, having suffered during the week 
a decrease of £1,197,605; and it may have been still further 
reduced before the restriction was taken off. 

The Government of France has authorised an advance in the 

rate of discount to 8, 9, and 10 per. Cent., according to the 
number of days. The monthly account of the Bank of France, 
made up to yesterday, shows a decrease in bullion, compared 
with the previous return, -of nearly £1,500,000, notwithstanding 
a large increase in the monthly amount of premiums paid for 
the purchase of gold and silver. The prohibition which existed 
on the exportation of grain and flour from France is removed. 
’ It is stated with much confidence that the long-continued 
drain of silver to the East, which, in the last six years, has 
taken away from England £36,500,000 sterling, is likely to be 
materially lessened or wholly discontinued. The decrease in 
price in the European markets of the chief staples of Indian 
produce, namely, silk, sugar, cotton, rice, hides, and hemp, will 
lower very much the value of Indian exports to this country; 
and, on the other hand, the amount and value of supplies from 
this country to India are likely to increase. The consequence 
of this state of things will be, that the balance which has been 
so largely remitted in silver will become very light, and possibly 
turn in favour of Europe. 

All accounts from the United States agree in making it clear 
that it is their unsound and unsafe system of banking which is 
at the root of the present financial disturbance in that country. 
The right of coining gold and silver money is retained by the 
Federal Government, but the right of coining paper money is 
delegated to bodies too numerous to mention. The action of the 
paper of each state is an attempt to jostle and supersede all 
others. The foreign money—so called—is not always, nor per- 
haps generally, rejected. It is received subject to a discount, 
the rate of which is not fixed. Coin is seldom seen, and the 
country is flooded with the paper of hundreds of banks, each 
unlike the other. In New York alone the banks are 280 in 
number. Every state, and almost every trade, occupation, and 
business, has its own special bank and banking interest, which 
it desires to aggrandise in opposition to all competitors. 

Such is the state of affairs in quiet times. Under the influ- 
ence of the present panic everything is in confusion, and distrust 
and anxiety universal. Business is paralysed, and confidence 
is destroyed. The most wealthy houses have fallen, and a host of 
smaller capitalists have fallen with them. Notes, lately at par, 
are now being circulated at an uncertain rate of discount. In 
exchange for the prime necessaries of life they are often found 
to be valueless. In exchange for fancy goods they are received 
subject to discount, and every bargain may involve a dispute as 
to the amount of depreciation to be submitted to. 


English Funds. 








ENGLISH FuNDs. Sat. | Mon. | Tues. | Wed | Thur.| Fri 


Bank Stock .....0.sseceeeeees 211 (209 11 /210 11 2il 211 93) 2094 
3 per Cent. Red. ‘Ann. eee rt 42 87h | 878 & (88h € 3/88 7H 88¢ 
3 per Cent. Cons. Ann..../88¢ # §/88§ # #] 88§ ¥ 89h § 9) 89h 8g) 8 

New 3 per Cent. Ann. ...|/87$ 4 8) 884 74| 87§ 8 A 88} 73) 88; 





New 34 per Cent. Ann....| eee ose ere oo 
5 per Cent. Annuities . oe eee ove eee eee eco 
Long Ann. (exp. Jan. 5, 

1860) ... 2 2 “ . 
* 30 years (exp. Oct. 10, 4 
Daa po Senan ere er ees . e 

880), weceee: , po escceece ae 2 3-16) «.. 23 1 15-16 

De. 30 years ex A r. 

1885)... C 30 mi = 174 17} 17 173 eee 173 
India Stock . erecceccesccoecses eee oe 210 212: 212 eve 
India Bonds (£1, 000). ove ove eee oa ove ove 


Do. (under £1,000) . vw» «508, dis.| ... /40s, dis,/408. dis.) .., 
Exch, Bills (£1,000) Mar. 18s, dis,|17s, dis,|24s, dis.}17s, dis,/35s, dis./18s. dis, 


Exch. Bills (£500) Mar. 18s, dis,|17s. dis,)17s. dis.|16s, dis,/35s, dis.|18s, dis. 
Jun seo eee wee ove ose 
Exch. Bills (Small) ser 188, dis, |24s. dis,/17s. dis 25s, dis./20s. dis,/20s. dis, 











| ed _~ averted ii eee o00 
we 98 oe 98) | 9848] 97% 


per Cent. 
E a ~~ 1 3 
Pet Cam tecneestworl ve 100788 97d fore a al ov | Th 


sneeeereenreneee ool aee 





























Endurance Companies. 

















Equity and Law 6 
English and Scottish Law 4 
Law Fire ah 
Law Life 63 
Law Reversionary Interest 19 
Law Union par 















































Legal and C cial 

Legal and General Life a 

London and Provincial 2 

Medical, Legal, and General . ..........cccseccssssesesseees par 

Solicitors’ and G par 
Railway Stock. 

Railways. Sat. } Mon. | Tues. | Wed. | Thur.| Fri 
Bristol and Exeter . er ae 84 3h | 84 82 eco 
Caledonian -| 752 6 | 754 4} 73% 19/69 6 84) 6S 71h) 743 
Chester and Holyhead ... ‘Gas 293 94) ... ove on 29 
East Anglian ... ... ove 17§ eco ove eee eco 
Eastern Union A stock .| ... eco ooo eco eco soo 
East Lancashire ... ... eee 889} 89 eco ove 89 
Edinburgh and Glasgow) ... wes . éee - 56 
Edin., Perth. & Dundee.) ... 273 6 ° “45 
Glasgow & South Western ose 90 ese coe eco oo 
Great Northern ... 93% | 928%) ... ose ove 93 
p weg South = hates (ire). < oe 97% Pon ied 

ieee 4 3/483 3 8 7H 474 59) 45 
Laeonhe a” Yorkshire . +f 91 90% 903 8 See sleae'e ores 
Lon., Brighton, &S.Coast| ... .- | 1008} 100$] 1001] 102 
London & North Western/943 } 4) 944 33:94 3g 3) 933 3 | 92% 43 
London and S. Western .| 86 ee | i 83 2% 3/82 1% 3) 843 5 
Man., Shef., and Lincoln 74 7 | 35 35} 43) 3335]... 
Midland ... ... 813 4 aig "toy voi A 3/80} 799/79§ 804) ... 
eine Se oe | 55 oe 57 
North British... ... ...} 47 a7 lseh ” 6463 43 | 423 5 | 46 5} 
North Eastern (Berwick) 905 903,90 89$902 893) 90 893/883 8 9,894 90} 
North London ..._.... ose eco owe eee as 
Oxford, Wore. & Wollv. 293 29 ns on 
Scottish Central ... ... ose oes ove oo 
Scot.N.E. Aberdeen Stock} ... aon ts oes 
Shropshire Union... ... jon én ate ot os oxen 
South-Eastern... 62 (62 1$ §} 61¥ | Gl 60 (593 59} Gag 
South-Wales 0... a} se | owe | il va west 








Bank of England. 


AN ACCOUNT, PURSUANT TO THE ACT 7TH AND 8TH VICTORIA, C. 32, FoR 
THE WEEK ENDING ON WEDNESDAY, THE 1ITH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1857. 


ISSUE DEPARTMENT. 














£ £ 
Notes issued . . 21,141,065} Government Debt. 11,015,100 
Other Securities . 3,459,900 
Gold Coin and en 6,666,065 
Silver Bullion ° one 
£21,141,065 £21,141,065 
BANKING DEPARTMENT. 
£ { 
Paptay Capital 14,553,000| Government Securities 
3,364,356 (inc. Dead Weight 
Public Deposits (includ- Annuity) . ‘ 9,444,828 
ing Exchequer, Sav- Ma Securities . 26,113,453 
ings’ Banks, Commis- Note: - 957,710 
sioners of National Gold t and Silver Coin ‘ 504,443 
Debt, and Dividend » 
Accounts . 5,314,659 
Other Deposits . 12,935,344 
Seven Day and other 
Bills. . 7 4 853,075 
£37,020, 434 £37,020, 434 





Dated the 12th day of Nov., 1857. M. MARSHALL, Chief Cashier. 


» = 
> 


London Grasettes. 





Bankrupts. 
Tuxgspay, Nov. 10, 1857. 


BARBER, Wri11aMm, Cattle-dealer, Dunston, Derbyshire. Com. West: 
Nov. 21 and Dec. 19, at 10; Counctl-hall, Sheffield. Of Ass. Brewin. 
Sols, Cutts, Chesterfield; or Smith & Burdekin, Sheffield. Pet. Oct. 31. 

BARNES, Wiii1am Cuaries, & Wituiam Corpiveiey, Man 
Chemists, Bow-common. Com. Fonblanque: wen 25 and Dec. 22, 
at 2; Basinghall-st. Of. Ass. Graham. Sols. Marten, Thomas, & Hol- 
lams, 31 and 35 Commercial Sale-rooms, Mincingta. Pet. Nov. & 

BRADLEY, Rosert, Manufacturer of Paper-hangings, yg sm oe on 
Old Kent-rd., Camberwell; and | and 5 Cumberland-pL, St. George-the- 
Martyr, Southwark ; a Prisoner for Debt in Surrey Prison, Union-rd., 
Newington-causeway. Com, Fane: Nov, 20, at 1; and Dee. 19, at 11; 
Basin: l-st. Og. Ass. Whitmore. Sol, Spicer, 5 Staple-inn, Pet. 


Oct. 31. 

BURTON, Beyxsamin Fietcasr, Timber Merchant, Ni Com. 
Balguy: Nov, 27 and Dec, 18 (not 15, as advertised in Friday's 
Gazette), at 10,30; Shire-hall, Nottingham. Og. Ass. Harris, Sols, De- 
verill, Nottingham ; or Hodgson & Allen, —y Pet. Oct, 28 

GRAY, Cuarzss, Baker, Cheltenham, Com. : Nov. 23 and Dee. 28, 
at i; Bristol. Of ©. Miller. Sols, Muller Bristol ; or Williains, 
Cheltenham, Pet. 

HARRISON, Weasida. api 51 Yorkshire-st,, Rochdale, 

Nov. 20 and Dec. 11, at 1; Manchester, Og. dss, Hernaman, Sols. 
Cooper & Sons, Pall- mall, Manchester. Pet. Bl. 
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a CuarLes Epwarp, Grocer, St. Santiors Bristol. 

om, Hill: Nov. a3 and Dec. 28, ab 115 : Aa 1 peruman. 
Sols Strickland, All Saints-ct., Bristol;’or 
Pet. Noy. 9. 

NAPIER, Samvet Hawxins, & Jonn Hewirson, Ship Chandlers, Liver- 
pool. Com. Stevenson: Nov. 26 and Dec. 11, at 11; Liverpool 
Off. Ass. Bird. Sols. Neal & Martin, Liverpool. Pet. Nov. 6 

PAGE, James RosBert, Iron, Coal, and Coke Manufacturer, Wellington- 
chambers, 75 Cannon-st. West; 1 Hobury-st., Chelsea; also of Cree- 
velea = and Coal Works, Leitrim, Treland; now a Prisoner in the 
Queen’s Bench Prison. Com. Fonblanque: Nov. 18 and Dee, 23, at 12; 
Basinghall-st. Off. Ass. Stansfeld. Sols. Lawrance, Plews, & Boyer, 14 
Old Jewry-chambers, Pet. ag 9. 

PERKIN, Jounn Scort, Builder, Bruntcliff, Batley, Yorkshire.. Com. 
Ayrton: Nov. 23, at 12; and Dec. 21, at 1; Commercial-bldgs., Leeds. 

Hi "Sols. Terry & Watson, Bradford; or Bond & Barwick, 


Leed: 
PHILLIPS, Witt BENJAMIN, Bolt Manufacturer, Birmingham. Com. 
y: Nov. 20 and Dee, 10, at 11.30; Birmingham. Off. Ass. Whit- 
more. Sols. Southall & Nelson, Birmingham. Pet. Nov. 3. 
PLATT, Josery StaTvER, & Henry Sutciirr, Manufacturers, Manchester. 
Nov. 26 and Dec, 11, at 12; Manchester. Of. Ass, Hernaman. Sols. 
nm & Robinson, Cross-st., Manchester, Pet. Noy. 4. 


STE ENSON, Wi1114m, Cooper, Sheffield. Com. West: Nov. 21 and 


Dee. 19, at 10; Council-hall, Sheffield. Of: Ass. Brewin. Sols, Bran- 
son & Son Sheffield. Pet. Nov. 7. 

TURTON, Joux, Lace Manufacturer, Nottingham, Com. Balguy: Noy. 
24 and Dec. 15, at 10.30; Shire-hall, Nottingham. Of. Ass. Harris 
Sols. Bowley & Ashwell, Nottingham. Pet, Nov, 6. 

WARWICK, CHaRLEs (Charles Warwick, jan., & Co.), Fancy Dress 

Warehouseman, 46} Friday-st., Cheapside. Com. Evans: Nov, 24 and 

Dec. 24, at 12; Basinghall-st. Of. Ass. Bell. Sols. Reed, Langford, & 

Marsden, 59 Friday-st., Cheapside. Pet. Nov. 2. 


Frmay, Wov. 13, 1857. 


AULTON, Wim, & Jonn Sanperson Burier, Lace Manufacturers, 
Nottingham. Com. Balguy: Nov. 27 and Dec. 18, at 10; Shirehall, 
Nottingham. Of. Ass. Harris. Sols. Bowley & Ashwell, Nottingham. 
Pet. Nov. 4 and 10. 

BARTON, Bensgmin, Grocer, Wortley, Leeds. Com. Ayrton: Nov. 30 
= Dec. 21, at 11; Commercial-bldgs., Leeds. Of. Ass. Hope. Sol. 

Barret, Leeds. Pet, Nov. 10, 
BECKETT, Wiuu1am Henry, Innkeeper, Kidderminster, Worcestershire. 
Com. Balguy: Nov. 25 and Dec. 16, at 11.30; Birmingham. Of. Ass. 
Christie. Sols. Saunders & Son, Kidderminster ; or James & Knight, 
Birmingham. Pet. Nov. 11. 

BLACK ', JAMEs, Grocer, Leeds. Com. West: Nov. 26 and Dec. 18, 
at 11; Commercial-bldgs., Leeds, Of, Ass. Young. Sol. Simpson, 
Leeds. Pet. Nov. 9. 

CHAPMAN, Joun, Grocer, Hartlepool, Durham. Com. Ellison; Noy. 23, 
at 11; and Dec. 22, at 12; Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Of. 
Ass. Baker. Sol, Watso n, 10 Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; or 
Harwood, 10 ‘Clement’ Lombard-st. Pet. Nov. 9. 

CRISTALL, Witt1aM, Ship’s Chandler, 4 Goldsworthy-ter., Lower-rd., 
Rotherhithe. Com. Fonblanque: Noy. 24 and Dec. 16, at 12; Basing- 
hall-st. Og. Ass. Stansfeld. Sol, Tamplin, 159 Fenchurch-st. Pet. 
Nov. ll. 

DEEKER, Tuomas Suita, Upholsterer, 97 and 98 Wardour-st. Com. 
Holroyd: Noy. 28, at 1; and Dec. 29, at 12; Basinghall-st. Off. Ass. 
Edwards. Sol. Eyans, 10 John-st., Bedford-row. Pet Noy. 12, 

DODD, Joux, Hay-dealer, Lianelly, Brecon. Com. Hill: Nov. 24 and 

22, at 11; Bristol. Off Ass. Acraman. Sols, Beyan & Girling, 
Small-st., Bristol Pet. Nov. 10. 

FRANCIS, AtrrepD SHuckrorTH, & GEoRGE AUSTEN, Warehousemen, 
149 Cheapside. Com. Evans: Nov. 24 and Dec. 24, at 1; Basinghall-st. 
Off. Ass. Johnson. Sol. Murray, London-st., Fenchurch-st. Pet. Noy. 11. 

GRANGER, Wix.14m, Licensed Victualler, Wolverhampton. Com. Bal- 
guy: Nov. 26 and Dec. 17, at 11.30; Birmingham. Of. Ass. Whit- 
more. ee Mason, Bilston; or James & Knight, Birmingham. Peé, 
Nov. | 

GREEN, ‘WituraM, Builder, 27 University-st., Tottenham- court-road. 
Com, Holroyd: Nov. 24, at 2.30; and Dec, 21, at 12; ee 
Off. Ass, Lee. Sols. Dimmock & Burbey, 2 Suffolk-la., ‘Cannon-st. ; 
Stuckey, Brighton, Pet. Nov. 5. 

HANNA ‘ORD, Tuomas Browne, Slate Merchant, Trevalga-wharf, Rat- 
cliffe-cross. Com. Goulburn : Noy. 27, at 1; and Dec, 21, at 12; Ba- 
singhall-st. Og. Ass. Pennell. Sols. Ellis, Phillips, & Bannister, 12 
Clement’s-la. Pet. Nov. 10. 

HAWKESFORD, Dovey, & Joun Hawxesrorp (Midland Foundry and 
Screw Company), Screw Manufacturers, Bilston, Staffordshire. Com. 
Balguy: Nov. 23 and Dec, 14, at 10.30; Birmingham. Off. Ass. Whit- 
more. Sols. Hall, Bristol; or James & Knight, Barnett’s-hill, Birming- 
ham. Pet. Nov: 11. 

HYDE, Tuomas RicHarpson, Clothier, Chester. Com. Stevenson: Nov. 
26 and Dec. 17, at 11; Liverpool. Of. Ass. Bird. Sol, Livett, 14 St. 
Anne’s-square, Manchester. Pet. Oct. 27. 

JOHNSON, Joun, Upholsterer, Wakefield, Yorkshire. Com. West: Nov. 
26 and Dec. 18, at 11; Commercial-bldgs., Leeds. Qg. Ass. Young. 
Sols. it aa Wakefield ; or Bond & Barwick, Leeds, fet. Nov.10. ~ 

KENWAY, Psrer, Commission ent, Three King’s-ct., Lombard-st. 
Com. Holroyd: Nov. £8, at 1; and Dee. 21, at 12; Basing hall-st, Off. 
Fo ed Sols. Reece, Wilkins, & Blyth, 10 St. Swithin’ s-la. Pet. 

LILLY, OxvtvER Morgan, & ExizapeTH Erzanor McDowatt, Timber 
Merchants, Bristol. Com. Hill: Nov. 24 and Dec, 22, at 11; Bristol. 
Off. Ass. Acvaman. Sols. Harris, Small-st., Bristol; or Beyan, Small. 
ay, Bristol Pet. Oct. 28. 

KAY, James, Timber ienghent, TAserpeol; lata ly carrying on 
a in partnership with John Mackay and William Rutherford 
as Timber Merchants (Mackay, Rutherford, & Co.) Com. Stevenson: 

Noy. 27 and Dee, 24, at 11; Liverpool. Of. Ass. Bird. Sol. Peel, 
Liverpool. Pet. Noy. 2. 

MACKAY, Joun, Timber Merchant, Liverpool; lately carrying on 
business in partnership with James Mackay and vn utherford 
(Mackay, & Co.), Timber Merchants. an Ron: 
Mov. 9 and Dos. 24, st 11; Liverpool. Off. Ass. Bird, Sol. Peel, 

Liverpool. Pet. Nov. 





MARP: Tuomas, Mill Stone Manufacturer, Litchurch, etree, 
‘om. guy: 3 Noy. 24 and Dec. 18, at 10.30; Shire-hall, Nottingham. 
. Ass. Sol. Gamble, Derby. Pet. Nov. 10. 
MASON, Joun, Tobaceonist, 11 Gt. Chapel-st., Westminster. Com. Fon- 
blanque: Nov. 25 and Dec. 28, at 1; -st, Off. Ap Sanath 
Sols. Lawrance, Plews, & Boyer, 14 ‘old Jewry-chambers. Noy. 10. 
MUSTO, Jonny, James Musto, bel gta Bye sol JOSEPH zu are, & Ro- 
BERT WILLIAM Musto, Mill hts and Engineers, East London Iron 
Works, Cambridge-rd., Mile-en: Com, Evans: Dec. 10, #8 Basing 
Off. Ass. he corg Sol. Chidley, Basinghall-st. 


NEWGASS, Hewry, ‘Dealer in Photographic Apparatus and Material, 67 
Newgate-st. Com. Fonblanque: Nov. 25, at 1.30; and Dec. 22, at 12; 
' Sol. Bailey, 8 Tokenhouse-yd. Pef. 


ORMESHER, James, & Wii11am OrnmeEsueER, Silk Legere ro 
chester and Blackley, Lancashire, Nov. 23 and Dee. 14, at 1; Man- 
chester. Of. Ass. Pott. Sols. Boote & Jellicorse, Manchester, Pet, 


Sept. 3. 

SAMBOM, Lazarus, Merchant, Houndsditch. Com. Fonblanque: 

1 aes ot 1h Basinghall-st. Qf. Ass. Graham, ols Ashuntt Son, 
Morris, 6 Old Jewry. Pet. Nov. 3. 

SEYMOUR, Moss, Llangenneck, Carmarthenshire, and Rodridge Col- 
liery, Durham, & Martyn Sgyrmour, Rodridge Colliery, Durham, 
Brickmakers. om. Ellison: Nov. 27, at 12; and Dec. 22, at 1; fg 
arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Off, Ass. Baker. Sols, Hoyle, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne ; or Crosby, 3 Church-ct,, Old Jewry. P¢, ov. I. 

ba rewne WILLCOcKs, ey re Proprietor, 2 

om. Holroyd: Nov. 24, at 2; Dec. 21, at nghall-st. 
mg Sol. Fisher, 3 King-st., ‘Cheapside. Pet. Nor 1D. 

SWIRE, Wriu1am, James Buarr, Eviss Swizz, & Joun Witton, 
Builders, Barden, Yorkshire. Com. West; Noy. 27 and Dee. 18, at ll: 
Commercial- pldgs., Leeds. Off. Ass. Young. oe pen Watson, 
& Watson, Bradford; or Bond & Barwick, Leeds. Pet. Oct. 28. 

WOOD, Jouyn BRARLEY, & Walter TARRANT, Fa te 4 and Cotton 
Brokers, Liverpool. Com. Steyenson: Noy. 27 and Dec. 17, at 11; 
Live: ial + Ass. Turner. Sol, Pemberton, Cable-st., Liverpool. 


WILLIAMS, 5 Shipping and Commission Agent, Beer-lane. 
Goulburn: Noy. 27, at 1; and Dee. 21, at 11; Basinghall-st. Off Ass. 
Ficnaigos. Sols. Turnley & Luscombe, 38 Cannon-st., City. Pet. 

ov. 12, 


Of. Ass. 


BANKRUPTCY ANNULLED, 
Fripay, Wov. 13, 1857, 
Rounpie, James THomas, & Bicron Hutt Runprz, Linendrapers, Ply- 


mouth. Noy. 10. 
MEETINGS 
Touxspay, Wov. 10, 1857. 


Atkinson, Geores, Commission Agent, Lincoln, Div, Dec, 2, at 12; 
Town-hall, Kingston-upon-Hull, Com, Ayrton, 

Brown, JoHn el jm (Brown, Bros,, % “ ), Cergstesion Merchant, 
Newcastle-u First Div. Dec, 4 ; Royal-arcade, New- 
castle-upon- wd | oes Ellison. 

Bucsier, Davin, Builder, Birmingham, Div. Dec, 3, at 11.30; Bir- 
mingham. Com. Balguy, 

CoLiis, BENJAMIN, vrane Fined, Stortford, Herts. Div. Dec. 1, at 
11.30; Basinghall-st. . Evan: 

EDWARDES, JounN, Wine Merchant, ¢ Div, Dec. 2, at 10 
Birmingham. Com, Balgu 

FAImRLAMB, CHRISTOPHER, a eesemonger, Neweastle-upon-Tyne, Div. 
Dec. 4, at 11.30; Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Oom. Ellison. 

Foxiey, THOMAS, Grocer, Birmingham. Div. Dec. 2, at 10; Birming- 
ham. Com. Balgu: 

Hitt, CHARLES Vous, Anvil-maker, ee. Birmingham. Div. 
Dec. 2, at 10; Birmingham. Balgu: 

Hi11, JosEPH, Cordwainer, Chester. Div D Tec. 7, at 11; Liverpool. Com. 


Perry. 

Howanrp, Epwarp Joun, Money Scrivener and Bill Broker, late of Duke- 
st., Westminster. Div. Dec. 1, at 12; Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. 

Jones, Jonny, Brewer, Ledbury, Herefordshire. Div. Dec. 2, at 10; Bir- 
mingham, Com. Balguy. 

Jones, Witi1am Witiram, Shipbuilder, Portmadoc, Carnarvonshire, 
Div. Dec. 3, at 11; Liverpool. Com. Steyenson. 

KniGuts, JAMES Watuina, Corn, Coal, and Seed Meceheny verre 
Ipswich, Suffolk. Div. Dec. 1, at 11; Basinghall-st. 

LAWRENSON, THOMAS, Shipsmith, Liverpool. Div. Wy 2, at oT Liver- 
pool. Com. Perry. 

a. GeEorGE, Draper, Bennett-st,, Blackfriars-rd. Div, Dee. 2, at 

; Basinghall-st. Com. Goulburn. 

i, Joun, Hop Merchant, Shrewsbury. Div. Dec. 2, at 10; Bir- 
mingham. Com. Balguy. 

MurFIN, SAMUEL, Innkeeper, Litchurech, Derbyshire. at Aces. & Div. 
Dec. 1, at 10.30; Shire-hall, Nottingham, Com. Balgu, 

Pariurs, James, Draper, Audlem, Cheshire. Div. De. %, at 11; Liver- 
pool. Com. Perry. 

Srepanorr, MicHarL, Merchant, Liverpool. Div. Nov. 19, at 11; Liver- 
pool. Com. Stevenson. 

STEPHENSON, JosEPH, Innkeeper, Winterton, Lincolnshire. Div. Dec. 2, 
at 12; Town-hall, Kingston-upon-Hull. Com. Ayrton. 

Sroox, Wintiam, Glass Manufacturer, Newton, 4 Warrington, Lanca- 
shire, Div. Dec. 1, at 11; Liverpool. 

Wagrts, JAMEs, Innholder, Norton St. Philips, Getrectehin’s First and 
Final Div. Dec, 17, at 11; Bristol. Com. Hill. 


Frinay, Vow, 13, 1857. 


Cooper, Tuomas Bruce, Builder, York-pl., Old Kent-rd. Zast Ex. Nov 
24, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque.e 

CiayTon, GEorGE, & GEORGE tet Grocers, Angel-st., Sheffield. 
Div. Dec. 5, at 10; Council-hall, Sheffield. Com, West. 

DIcKINSON, WiLtraM Henry, Joiners’ Tool and Table-knife Manufac- 
are, Sheffield. Div. Dec. 5, at 10; Councikhall, Sheffield. Com. 


—_ agen Banker, Lichfield. Div. Dec, 4, at 11.30; Birming- 
seven, ‘Caanuad Teor, Sewing Machine Manufacturer, Manchester, and 
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Cannon-s West, London. Div. Dec. 16, at 12; Manchester. Com 


Liveason, mer , Surgeon, Eckin Derbyshire. Div. Dec. 5, at 
i, Comet bal, Sheffield. ‘Com, West. 
loszpn, Grocer, Wolverhampton. Div. Dec. 5, at 11.30; Bir- 


aro aay Com. y. 
Norton, Jony, Corn Merchant, Guildhall-corner, Market-pl., Norwich. 


Die. Dee. 4, at 11; 8 sens” mare tee 
SrarMeR, SamvurEt, Sh ufacturer, Wolverhamptan. Div. Dec. 7, at 
10.30; Birmingham. Com. Balguy. 

Srvart, Henry, & RicHarD Kennett, Tailors, 17 Sm tf Burling- 
ton-gardens. Final Div. Dec. 8, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Holroyd. 
Syers, Morris RoBERT, JAMES WALKER, & Dante, BackHouse SYEks 

Walker, & Co.), , Lombard-st.; and at 
Liverpool (Syers, Walker, & Syers). 
and J. Walker ; Nov. 25, at 11; 


ghall-st. Com. burn. 
Warre, Wire, Groeer, Bishop Wearmouth, Durham. Last Ex. Nov. 26, 
at 1. (By adj. from Get. 28). Com. Ellison. 


DIVIDENDS. 
Turspay, Nov. 10, 1857. 


Arxmson, Roperr, Perfumer, York. First, 4s. 94. Hope, 5 Park-row, 
Leeds; any Friday, 11 to 1. 

BATEMAN, James, Agent, Southampton-bldgs. Fourth, 3jd. Jee, 20 
a ; three next Wednesdays, 11 to 2. 

Best, JOHN, endraper, Halifax. First, 3s, 3d Hope, 5 ark-row, 
Leeds; any Friday, 11 to 1. 

Di.108N, ‘THomas, Boot and Shoe Maker, Halifax. First, 3s. 8d. Hope, 
5 Park-row, Leeds; any Friday, 11 to 1. 

Gress, Cuarites Barner?, Grocer, Eccleshall, Staffordshire. First, 3s. 

(being a portion of the First Div. of 10s.). ” Christie, 37 Waterloo-st., 
Birmingham ; any Thursday, 11 to 3. 

GRIFFITHS, THOMAS HEnry, ‘oal Dealer, Lowesmoor, Worcester. First, 
9 bag Whitmore, 19 Upper Temple-st., Birmingham ; any Thursday, 


Ospury, WittiamM HEsKny, Serves, Bradford. Second, lld. Hope, 
5 Park-row, Leeds; any Friday, 11 to 

Srvant & Kenner, Tailors, 17 Gori eco, 2 Bcd, Lee, 20 Alder- 
manbury; three next Wednesdays, 11 

TYREE, Wit11am, Boot and Shoe A Le 17 ineitlene-xt. First, 
23d. Stansfeld, 10 Basinghall-st.; any Thursday, 1 Z3 

Vonper Herbs, JoHN JAMES, & CHRISTOPHER ow es VonveEr HEyYDE, 
Tobacco Manufacturers, 80 Lo’ 

10 Basinghall-st.; any Thursday, 

Warmoucu, Epwarp, Draper, Manchester. First, 38. 103d. Hernaman, 
69 Princess-st., Manchester: any Tuesday, 10 to 1. 

Wirman & Hirst, Manufacturers, Batley. First, 10s. Hope, 5 Park-row, 
Leeds; any Friday, 11 to 1, 


Fray, Nov. 13, 1857. 


Brown, RoBert omg | Timber Merchant, Sunderland. First, 1s, 94, 
Baker, Royal-arcade, OS tage aad any Saturday, 10 to 3. 

DawEs, "Epwarp, Victualler, Wolverhampton. First, 1s. 94. on 
new proofs ya Whitmore, 19 Upper Temple-st., Birmingham; any 

Thursday, 11 

HoweatE, ‘dee & Gsorce Howears, Steel Converters, Sheffield. 
Second, 3s,, and Tet as Reave, 8s. Brewin, 11 St. James’s-st., Shef- 
howd any Tuesday, 1 1 to 2. 

CuristoPpHeR Samurt, & Harry Buckiann Lort, Bankers, 
‘onito . Devon. First, Is. Baa. on tej proofs. Hirtzel, Queen-st., 
Exeter; any Tuesday or Friday, 11 to 

Marg, Francis, Grorce Keen, & ee Joun Earpiey Mare, Iron- 
pweP ham and Engineers, Plymouth, First, 6s. 6d. Hirtzel, Queen-st., 
Exeter; any Tuesday or Friday, 11 to 2, 

MArsHALL, WiLtiaM, & WiLL1aM Suiru, Edge-tool Manufacturers, Shef- 
field, Second, 1s. 13d, and First and Second, 5s, ee - new proofs, 
Brewin, 11 St. James's-st., Sheffield; any Tuesday, 1 

Naren, Pur, Miller, Waren Mills, Belford, Lig 14 oe _oon Royal- 

ie; any 


arcade, Newcastle-upon- Sesarear, 10 
anufacturer, Mo a 1 First, 4s, on 


WaxkrysHaw, James, Iron 
new proofs (being in of dividend of 4s, 2d. previously declared). 


Baker, Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; any sy 10 to 3. 
WHARTON, ALPH, Machine Engineer, Ni 4s. 6d, Harris, 
Middle-pavement, Ni next Mondays, 11 to 3. 


Weapon, SamvE1, Ironfounder, how of Nottingham, late of Chesterfield. 
First, 3s. 6d. Harris, Middle-pavement, Nottingham; three next 
Mondays, 11 to 3. 
WILLCox, Pay are PERCIVAL, 
8d., together with first, ls. 44d., on new r pees 
St. patel Bo wm Bristol; on Nov. 18, 11 to 1 
CERTIFICATES. 
To be ALLOWED, unless Notice be given, and Cause shown on Day vitae 
Turspay, Nov. 10, 1857. 
Beaven, Georce, Cordwainer, Chippenham, Wilts. Dec. 7, at 11; 
ristol. 


& Epwtx Wii1cox, Contractors, Bristol. 
Miller, 19 


Brvan, CHARLES StanLEy, & CHARLES SouTHERN Bevan, Bookbinders, 
Street's-bldgs., Chapel-st., Grosvenor-sq. Dec. 4, Ry 2; Basinghall-st. 
Brown, CHAaRLEs, Boat, and Leather-dealer, 26 Edgbaston-st., Bir- 

Dec. 7, at 10; Birmingham. 
bey tone Ney JouHN tan Hoya 7 ~ nt allan eg 
30 5 al-areade, castle-upon- 
we. f Cares Pari, Tailor, Lincoln. Dec. 2, at 12; Town-hall, 
Kingston-upon-Hull. 
Cowan, Joun, Cheesemonger, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Dec. 2, at 1; 
Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
‘AIRLAMB, CHRISTOPHER, Cheesemonger, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Dec. 4, 
at 12; Royal-areade, Ne Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
GazRiEL, Bensamin Wittmorrt, Cotton Spinner, Hempshaw-lane, Stock- 
Cheshire. Dec. 2, at 1; Manchester. 
I , ‘Liverpool. Dee, 1, at 11; Liverpool. 
Mincn, JouN FREDERICK AvGusTus, Commission and General Mer- 
chant, 19 and 28 Mincing-lane. Dec. 2, at 1.30; Basinghall-st. 
Moss, Morris, Broker, 22 and 28 Somer's-pi., New-rd., St. Pancras 
Dec. 2, at 2.30; Basinghall-st. 





Porrer, THomMAS hp ncn Corn Merchant, York. Dec, 8, at 11; Com- 
mercial-bldgs., Leeds. 
ba hte mas Hosier, 21 Royal Exchange. Dee. 4, at 1; Basing- 
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Bacne, Samvz1, & Samve. Tertivs Bacuxz, Jewellers, Birmingham. 
Dec. 1, at 10; Birmingham. 

Barton, Jouw, Silk Manufacturer, Spring-gdns., Manchester, Dec. 
at 12; Manchester. -_ * 

Boxers, ew Salt Manufacturer, Wharton, Chester. Dec. 8, at 11; 

verpoo! 

Buscu, Herman, Merchant, 2 Coleman-st.-bldgs., Moorgate-st. Dee. 7, 
at 11; Basinghall-st. 

Cuan, RoBERT CHEVALLIER, Apothecary, Rushall, Wilts. Dec. 15, at 

Fema, © Tuomas, Draper, Deansgate, Manchester. Dec. 4, at 12; Man- 

Kowen | Wiusam, Innkeeper, Three Tuns Inn, High-st., Exeter. Dec. 
17, at 11; Queen-st., Exeter 

Srmontre, GRacz, Iron Plate Worker, Pope-st., Birmingham ; trading 
under the name of John.Simonite. Dec, 7, at 10; Birmingham. 

me. Tuomas, Stonemason, Sheerness, Kent. Dee. 7, at 12; Basing- 

!-st. 

Sutton, Ropert, & Wiri1r1am Harwoop, Booksellers, Liverpool, Dec. 7, 
at 11; Liverpool. To each bankru 

WHEELER, Tuomas, jun., Miller, Poston Mill, Vowchurch, Herefordshire. 
Dec, 7, at 10; Birmingham, 


To be DELIVERED, unless APPEAL be duly entered. 
Tuespar, Vov. 10, 1857. 


Atkinson, Georce, Commission Agent, Lincoln. Nov. 4, Ist class, 

Crouse, JONATHAN, Builder and Railway Contractor, Kintbury, Hunger- 
ford, Berks. Noy. 2, ist class. 

Dockrssz, Jouy, Wine and Spirit Merchant, Shakespeare's Head, Perci- 

yal-st., Goswell-st. Nov. 2, 2nd class. 

Hirst, Guorge Mityzs, Georce Higst, & WiLL14sM Freperick WILMA, 
Manpfacturers, Batley, Yorkshire. Nov. 3, Ist class. 

Homes, THomas, Bookseller, 76 St. Paul's-churchyard. Nov. 4, Ist class. 

MeErtcaLre, WILLIAM THOMAS, Draper, Great Driffield and Bridlington, 
Yorkshire. Nov. 4, 2nd class. 

Naren, Purp, Milier, Waren Mills, Belford, Northumberland. Nov. 6, 
3rd class. 

ReyNOLDs, W1111aM, Draper, Pontypridd, Glamorganshire. Nov. 3, 
2nd class. 

Warson, Jonn (not Toomas Warsow, Artillery-pl., &c., as advertised in 
last Friday’s Gazette), Pianoforte Manufacturer, 8 Upper Bemerton-st., 
Caledonian-rd., Islington. Oct. 29, 2nd class. 


Frmay, Nov. 13, 1857. 


gg Py gael Suearp, Corn and Flour Dealer, Huddersfield, 

Nov. 6, 

Brown, Micnaret Hunter, & Cuariey Sroyzey, Builders, Blandford-st., 
Bishopwearmouth, Durham. Nov. 10, 3rd class to C. Stonley. 

CANTER, BENJAMIN, Cloth Merchant, Barnsley, Yorkshire, "her. 6, 2nd 


class. 

ExLprivcE, Tuomas, Coachmaker, 27 Upper North-pl, Gray’s-inn-rd., 
and 21 Brownlow-mews, Guildford-st. Nov. 6, 3rd class. 

GarrortH, ANTHONY, Paut GarrortH, & Enocn Garrorts, Manufac- 
turers, Earlsheaton, Yorkshire. Nov. 9, 3rd class, 

Heron, Witi1am, Merchant, Huddersfield, Yorkshire. Nov. 6, 2nd 
class. 

Hosson, Jonny Overton, Corn Merchant, Long Sutton, Lincolnshire. 
Noy, 10, 2nd class. 

Jouns, Davin, Draper, Bute Docks, Cane Nov. 10, 3rd class; to be 
suspended for eig’ teen months from Nov. 1! 

Lapraik, Hueu, Draper, late of 67 hae Gray’s-inn-rd., now of 
18 Harrison-st., Gray’ s-inn-rd, Nov. 6, 3rd class ; having been sus- 
pended eighteen months. 

Leake, WILLIAM, Cattle-dealer, Lane, Holme, Al bury, Yorkshi 
Nov. 9, 3rd class. 

MELVILLE, Hector, Cooper, Liverpool. Nov. 10, 2nd class. 

Mitts, Jonn Mansurp, & WILLIAM BILLineton Mriis, Brewers, Berk- 
hampstead, Herts. Nov. 6, Certificate to J. B. Mills, 

Rosinson, GEORGE JONATHAN, Silk Merchant, Nottingham. Nov. 10, 
2nd class. 

SHEARCROFT, GEorGE, Grocer, Long Sutton, Lincolnshire. Nov. 10, 2nd 





class. 

Turner, Wittiam, & THoMas Mason, Cotton Pyienere, New Mills, Ash- 
bourne, Derbyshire. Nov. 10, 2nd class to T, Mason. 

Wiwrenny, Urian, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer, Holme-bridge, Almond- 
bury, Yorkshire. Nov. 6, 3rd class. 

Wooster, TIMOTHY, Seedsman and Hotel Keeper, Cheltenham. Nov. 
10, 2nd class. 


Assiquments for Benefit of Crevitars. 
TuEspay, Nov. 10, 1857. 


Batt, Wittiam Epwarp (W. Y. Ball & Co.), yeieee Glove Mannufac- 
turer, 34 Gresham-st. Nov. 7. Warehouse- 
man, 16 and 17 Staining-lane; W. G. a ay Gent., nt Coney Hatch, 
Middlesex. Sols. Baker, Smith, & Oliver, 77 Basinghall 

Mammaponn, Fano Masy, Jeweller, 6 Hanover. er-st., Roget Nor. Nov. 4. 
Trustees, J. R. Williams, Manufacturing Jeweller, 108 Hatton. 

G. F. tg Merchant, Broad-st. pow, Hh Creditors to cee ae on or 
before Feb. 4. Sol. Jaquet, 9 New-inn, Strand. 

Jones, Ropert, Groeer, Congolywal, Merionethshire. Noy. 5. Trustee, 
W. Davies, Corn Merchant, Caerblaidd Festiniog, Merionethshire. 
Creditors to execute within two months from Nov. 5. Sols. Brees & 
Jones, Ynystowyn, Po’ onshire, 

Moss, Joun, Grocer, Walsall, Staffordshire. Nov. 6. Trustees, C. D. 
Hitchcock, Tea and Coffee rete my Rte E. Simons, Tallow 
Chandler, Birmingham. execute within two wee ene 
Nov. 6, Bol. King, 34 Cannon-st., 


Mourns, MarrHew, Milliner, Kingston-upon-Hull. Oct. 30. Trustees, 
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C. Johnson, Auctioneer, Kingston-upon-Hull; E. Davis, Draper, King- 
ston-upon-Hull. Sols. Corlass & Vollans, 76 Lowgate, Hull. 

—, Witu1am, Pill Box Maker, 176 Blackfriars-rd. Oct. 24. TZrus- 
tee, J. Barry, Wholesale Stationer, Queenhithe. Sols. Vandercom, 
Cree, Law, & Comyn, 23 Bush-lane. 

Roserts, Isaac, Grocer, Well-st., Llanrhydd, Ruthin, Denbighshire. 
Nov. 5. Trustees, F. F. Jones, Auctioneer, Ruthin; R. E. Lewis, Iron- 
monger, Ruthin. Sol, Louis, Ruthin. 

Ser, James Rosert, Cabinetmaker, Manningtree, Essex. Oct. 26. 
Trustees, A. J. Dunkin, Manufacturing Stationer, Dartford, Kent; F. 

Folkard, Builder, East ‘Bergholt, Suffolk. Creditors to execute on or 

before Dec. 26. Sol. Ambrose, Manningtree. 


Fripars, Nov. 13, 1857. 


nesees, Witiam _~ Ropemaker, West Bromwich, Staffordshire. 
Oct. 31. Trustee, H. W. Banner, Accountant, Liverpool. Creditors to 
as on or before Jan. 31. Sol. Tyrer, Heather Lea, Walton-on-the- 


Hill, Lancashire. 

Grice, Harry, Outfitter, Commercial-road, Newport, Monmouthshire. 
Oct. 26. Trustee, E. Lyde, Warehouseman, Wine-st., Bristol; W. 
Briddon, Warehouseman, Manchester. Creditors to. execute on or 
before Jan. 26. Sol. King, Bristol. 

Haxtoy, Henry, Check and Gingham Manufacturer, Wigan, Lancashire. 
Nov. 12. Trustees, R. Green, Bleacher, Haigh, Lancashire ; G. Toothil, 
Linen Yarn Merchant, Manchester. Creditors to execute on or before 
Nov. 26. Sol. Taylor, Wigan. 

Isaacxs, Epwarp WuHa.ey (Isaacks & ~~ Tea Dealer, 15 Rathbone- 
pL, Oxford-st. Nov. 3. Truséee, Wholesale Grocer, 
Pancras-la. Creditors to execute on i aie Feb. 3, 1858. Sol. Fry, 
2 Danes-inn, Strand. 

Lowson, Moses, Miller, Lowthorpe Mill, earea | Yorkshire. Oct. 29. 
Trustees, E. R. Harding, Banker, Bridlington ; Sa. Farmer, 
Thornholme; F. Danby, Farmer, Kilham. Sols. Foster & Tonge, 
Great Driffield. 

SacE, THomas, & THomas SaGE, jun., Oil and Colourmen, Bristol. Oct. 
12. Zrustee, J. London, Cabinetmaker, Bristol Sol. Brittan, Bristol. 
West, Witi1aM Bown, Millinery Manufacturer, Faulkner-st., *Manches- 
ter. Trustees, L. Roberts, Warehouseman, Portland-st., Manchester ; 
P, Gillibrand, Warehouseman, York-st., Manchester. Sol. Cooper, 

Pall-mall, Manchester. 


Crevitors under Estates in Chancery. 
Tvuespay, Nov. 10, 1857. 


A.tsop, Joun, Gent., ea mg | _ Ford, Middlesex (who died in 
April, 1855). Holland o. Allsop, M. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 9. 
Hearing, Dec. 14, at 12. 

Bates, WILLIAM, Stanwick, Northamptonshire (who died on Feb, 24, 1855). 
Re Bates, Ekins & Ux. v. Harrison & Ux, M. R. Last Day for’ Proof, 
Dec. 7. Hearing, Dec. 10, at 12. 

BRANDLING, CHARLES JouN, Esq., Middleton-lodge, Yorkshire (who died 
in June, 1856). Re C. J. Brandling, H. E. Brandling (Spinster) v. H. 
Brandling (Widow), V. C. Stuart. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 14, Hear- 
ing, Dec. 21, at 12. 

Brows, Epwarp, sen., Brewer, Prescot, Lancashire (who died in Jan. 
1857). J. Brown v. E. Brown, M. R. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 5, 
Hearing, Dec. 9, at 1. 

a, ae Joux, Cottonspinner, Eccles, Lancashire (who died in June, 
1856). Garstang v. Chadwick, V.C. Wood. Last Day for Proof, Nov. 
28. Hearing, Dec. 3, at 1. 

De Compe, ApranamM, Engine-turner, 36 Georgiana-st., Camden-town, 
Middlesex (who died on Aug. 1, 1852). W. A. De Combe & al. (In- 
fants) v. S. De Combe (Widow), Vv. C. Wood. Last Day for Proof, 
Nov. 24. Hearing, Nov. 26, at 12. 

Frianpers, ELIZABETH, Widow of W. Flanders, Esq., 6 Brunswick-sq., 
Middlesex (who died in Feb. 1857). Re Flanders, Dryland v. Dryland, 
Vv. C. Stuart. Last Day for Proof, Nov. 23. Hearing, Nov. 30, at 12. 

Fraywe, WiLL1aq, Fishcurer, Bristol (who died on Jan. 18, 1857). Frayne 
ov. Gummer & Ux., V.C. Stuart. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 9. Hearing, 
Dec, 16, at 12. 

Heereert, Joseru, King’s Arms Hotel, New Palace-yd., Westminster 
(who died on Sept. 26, 1856). Frail v. Herbert, M. Last Day for 
Proof, Dec. 7. Hearing, Dec. 14, at 12. 

Hewett, Samve., lronfounder, Ayleford, East Dean, Gloucestershire 
(who died in July, 1852). Playsted v. Goold, V. C. Stuart. Last Day 
Sor Proof, Dec. 10. Hearing, Dec. 12, at 3. 

Marek, Samve., Yeoman, Dale-hall, Staffordshire (who died in Dec. 1839), 
Mayer v. Mayer, M.R. Last Day for Proof, Dee.7. Hearing, Dec. 14, 
at 12, 

RaxDaLL, THomas, Soap Manufacturer, Gt. Peter-st., Westminster (who 
died on Dec. 16, 1848). Morgan v. Randall, M. R. Last Day for Proof, 
Dec. & Hearing, Dec. 15, at 12. 


Fray, Nov. 13, 1857. 


ABRARA: Saran, Widow, Edgware-rd (who died in Sept. 1854). 
Morris «. Parrott, M.R. Last day for Proof, Dec. 9. Hearing, Dec. 16, 

at 12. 
LLIsox, Mary, Widow, formerly of (who died on Aug. 17, 
1646); AwTuoxy ALLIsox, formerly of Scarborough, and late of Dover, 
Kent (who died on April ie 1849, an = and IsaBELLA JANE 
ALLISON, inster, formerly h (who died on June 24, 
Last day for Proof, Dec. 7. 

Hearing, Dee. 10, at 12, 


Bincuiey, Toomas, Gent., Newmarket St. Mary, Suffolk (who died in 
Nov. 1839). Kent. Birchley, V. C. Stuart. Last day for Proof, Dec. 8. 
Hearing, 15, at 12. 

Boxp, Witt, Builder, Great Marlow, Bucks (who died in June, 1856). 
Bond v. Pitt, V. C. Wood. Last day for , Dec. 5. Hearing, 
Dee. 11, at 12. 

Bugrriy, Avrzep, Manufacturer, Coombe Hay House, Somerset, 119 
Wood-st., and of , Derbyshire (who died Oct. 31, 1856, 

at Paris), Ke Brettle, and J ds 2. Burdett, M. R. Last day for 
Proof, Dee. 5, Hea "Sen hob 

Brows, Gronox Janes ‘DWARD Ea. Tostock-pi., Suffolk (who died in 
¥eb., —. Brown ¢. brown, V. C. Wood. Last day for Proof, Dec. 9, 
Hearing, Dec, 14, at 12. 





De Ferge, Jonn JAMES EMANUEL, Raw Silk Merchant, Gt. Winchester- 
st., and 1 Navarino-ter., St. John’s, Hackney i as died in Dec. 1852). 
Large v. De Ferre, V. C. Kindersley. Last day for Proof, Dec. 22. 
Hearing, Jan. 8, at 12. 

GREEY, CHARLES, Linendraper, 155 Whitechapel-rd. (who died in Sept. 


1857), Re Greey, Greey v. Greey, M. R. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 7. 
Hearing, Dec. 9, at 12. 
HERBERT, JosePH, King's Arms Hotel, New Palace-: ey es * phe nya 


(who died on Sept. 26, 1856). Frail v. Herbert, M. 
Proof, Dec. 7. Hearing, Dec. 14, at 12, 

Lemay, Tuomas, Yeoman, Clayhidon, Devon (who died in "May, 1837). 
Blackmore v. Blackmore, V. C. Stuart. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 5. 

«Hearing, Dec. 12, at 12. 

Lovett, EL1zaBETH, Spinster, Liscombe, Bucks (who died in Aug. 1855). 
Lovett v. Lovett, Lovett v. Wallis, and Wallis v. Lovett, V. C. Wood. 
Last Day for Proof, Nov. 5. Hearing, Dec. 3, at 12. 

MILLs, CHARLES SIDNEY Davers, Lieut. Royal Horse Guards Blue, late of 
the Barracks, Windsor, Bucks. Joel v, Mills, and Lord Hervey v. Mills, 
V. C. Wood. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 10. Hearing, Dec. 18, at 12. 

Ox.Ey, Davip, Yeoman, Chalvingtun, Sussex (who died in April, 1847) 
: Oxley, —~ v. Oxley, M. R. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 10, Hearing, 

ec. 16, at 12. 

Pearson, Joun, Gent., tn Almondbury, Yorkshire (who died 
in 1855). Shaw v. Farrand, M Last Day for Progf, Dec. 9. Hear- 
ing, Dec. 15, at 12. 

WoopwarD, Francis, Esq., Bricklehampton-hall, St. Andrew Pershore 
Worcestershire (who died on Nov. 4, 1856). Woodward v. Woodward, 
V. C. Stuart. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 19. Hearing, Dec. 23, at 1. 

Wricut, Joun, Esq., Charminster, Dorsetshire (who died in January, 
1819), and JANE WRIGHT, a Widow (who died Dec. con 1822). Simes v. 
core Master Richards. © Day for Proof, Dec. 9. Hearing, Dec. 
14, at 12. 


Winding-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Tuespay, Nov. 10, 1857. 
UNLIMITED, IN CHANCERY. 

Sourn Essex Gas Lieut anp Coxe Company.—A petition for the 
dissolution and winding up of this Company was, on Nov. 7, presented 
by Walter Charles Urquhart to the Lord Chancellor, which will be 
heard before V. C. Kindersley on Nov. 20.—Sols. for Petitioner, Har- 
rison & Lewis, 14 New Boswell-ct., Lincoln’s-inn. 


Lpowtep, IN BANKRUPTCY. 

Wetsu Porost Leap anp Copper Mininc Company (Lumirep).—Cre- 
ditors of this Company to present and prove their claims, as in i. 
ruptcy, on Noy. 27, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Off. Liquidator, 
Whitmore. 

Fray, Nov. 13, 1857. 
UNLIMITED, IN CHANCERY. 


BoswortHon Mintnc Company.~—The Master of the Rolls will proceed, 
on Nov, 23, at 12, at his Chambers, to settle the list of contributories. 
DuvurRoDE Copper Mininec Company.—A petition for the dissolution and 
winding up of this Company was presented to the Master of the Rolls 
on Nov. 13; which will be heard on Novy. 24.—A’Beckett & Co., Sols. for 
Pet., 7 Golden-sq. 

Esoatt aah 1s ING Company. —A petition for the winding up of this 

to the Lord Chancellor on Nov. 12, by A sed 9 

Hetere Mieunk-st. Woaminaer, Edward Lloyd Morgan, 3 
chambers, Lothbury, J. Salkeld, Angel-ct., Throgmorton-st., and John 
Weston, 32 Fenchurch-st. ; which will be heard before V. C. Wood on 
Nov. 21.—J. Chapple, Sol. ‘for Pet., 19 Gt. Carter-la. 

LONDON AND EasTERN BANKING CORPORATION. —A petition for the disso- 
lution and winding up of this Corporation was presented to the Lord 
Chancellor on Nov. 12, by Alfred Henry Corfield, Major H.E.LC.S.; 
which will be heard before V. C. Wood on Nov. 21, —Thorndike & 
Smith, Sols. for Pet., 11 Staple-inn. 

MExiIcAaN AND SoutH ” AMERICAN Company.—A petition for the dissolu- 
tion and winding-up of this Company was presented to the Master of 
the Rolls on Nov. 13, by John Diston Powles, Merchant, 17 Gracechurch- 
st., Henry Ranking, Merchant, 15 Angel-ct., and Henry William 
Schneider, Merchant, 17 Gracechurch-st. ; which will be heard before 
the Master of the Rolls on Nov. 24. —Sewell, Fox, & Sewell, Sols. for 
Pet., Gresham-house, Old Broad-st, 

Norti SAiELbs Quay Company.—V. C. Wood will proceed, on Noy. 18, 
at 12, at his Chambers, to settle the list of contributories, 

Surpowners' Towixe Company.—V. C. Kindersley will, on Nov. 27, at 
3, at his Chambers, appoint an Official Manager. 

Loutep, In Bankruptcy. 

NATIONAL DEODORIZING AND Manure Company (Limited).—A petition 
has been presented to the Court of Bankruptcy te 2 John Evans, Ware- 
houseman, 10 King’s-rd., Commercial-rd. for the winding up of 
this Company, which will be heard before ue Com. Goulburn, at Ba- 
singhall-st., on Nov. 25, at 1. 


Scotch Hequestratians. 
Touxrspay, Nov. 10, 1857. 

Fawkner, Joun, Upholsterer and Bedding Manufacturer, Union-st., 

— Nov. 16, at 12; George Hotel, George-sq., Glasgow. Seq. 
‘ov. 5. 

Lawnzir, James, Bookseller, Kelso, Nov. i at 12; Mrs, Hewitt'’s Tem- 
perance Hotel, The Square, Kelso. Vv. 6, 

= Davip, Warehouseman, Union-st. 2 Nov. 17, Nov. 

Glasgow Stock Exchange, National Bank-bldgs., Glasgow. Sey, Nov. 5 
Fripay, Nov, 13, 1657. 

Comuiz, Perer, Painter, Perth. Nov. 17, at 1; Procurators'-library, 
County-bldgs., Perth. Seq. Nov. 5. 

Hare, Josern, late of Edinburgh, now rl Nov. 17, at 3; 
Star and Garter Hotel, Linlithgow. Seq. Nov. 9. 

Kino, ALEXanpeR, Grocer, South-st., Perth, wer. 23, at 12; Procurators'- 
library, County-bldgs., Perth. » Nov. 11. 

Monrzitu, Joun (John Monteith & Co.), Merthant and Calico Printer, 
G ; * 20, at 12; Procurators -hall, St. George’s-pl., Glasgow. 

vov. 7. 
Wart a Accountant, Exchange-sq., Glasgow. Nov. 17, at 12; 
be Hotel, George's-sq., Glasgow. Seg. No 7. r 
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The completion of our edition of Statutes, with Index, &c., 
the completion of the series of articles on ‘‘ The i 
tion of the Year,” and the General Index, will be published 
as a gratuitous Supplement to our First Volume as soon 
as possible. 

Subscribers’ Copies may be bound on the following terms :— 
The JOURN. and REPORTER, in separate volumes, 
bound in cloth, 2s. 6d, per volume; half calf, 4s. 6d. per 
volume, Cloth covers can be supplied at 1s. 3d. each.— 
Orders to be sent to the Publisher, No. 59, Carey Street, 
Lincoln’s Inn, London, W.C. 





We cannot notice any communication unless accompanied by the 
name and address of the writer. 


*," It is particularly requested that any error or delay in the 
transmission of this Journal to Subscribers may be immediately 
communicated to the Publisher. 
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THE LIVERPOOL BOROUGH BANK. 


The course which the insolvent Liverpool Borough 
Bank has taken to avail itself of the mode of winding 
up prescribed by the Banking Act of the last session 
will raise one or two rather curious questions. We need 
not enter into a long account of the circumstances that 
have brought this important institution to ruin. Very 
little, indeed, of the secret history of the bank has been 

iven to the world. It is confessed that one-fourth of 
fhe capital has been irrecoverably lost, and that three- 
fourths are locked up in securities utterly unavailable 
for banking purposes. How far the deposits have fol- 
lowed in the same direction remains to be revealed in 
the course of the winding-up procedure. It is certain, 
however, that the company, at the date of its registra- 
tion under the last Banking Act, was in the very pre- 
dicament which, if it had previously been subject 
to that Act, would have been declared by the Act, 
coupled with the former Acts which are incorporated 
with it, to be a ground for compelling the company 
to enter upon a course of liquidation. As a working 
company, the Bank had practically ceased to exist 
when it determined to register itself anew under the 
recent statute. Probably, such a case as this never 
entered the heads of the framers of the Act. But 
however little such a plan. may have been contem- 
plated, it is undoubtedly very beneficial, both for 
the shareholders and the creditors, that the improved 
machinery of the recent statutes should be capable of 
application to companies which have become defunct 
before applying for registration under them. 

It is not very easy to say, with confidence, what will 
be the precise operation of this step upon the rights and 
liabilities of depositors and members. Although the 
most modern batch of laws, for the regulation and wind- 
ing up of joint-stock companies, dates only from 1855, 
there are already in existence six of these new statutes 
relating to the subject. We have the Limited Liability 
Act of 1855; the Joint-Stock Companies Act of 1856 ; 
the two statutes, 20 & 21 Vict. cc. 14 and 80, intended 
to amend the Act of 1856; the statute, 20 & 21 Vict. 
c. 78, for the amendment of the old Winding-up Acts ; 
and, lastly, the Act 20 & 21 Vict. c. 49. This last is 
the statute by which banking companies were first 
brought under the operation of the new system, subject 
to certain special conditions and limitations, of which the 
most important was the clause that prohibited any such 
company from registering with limited liability. 

The most interesting question at the present moment, 
in connection with the Liverpool Bank, relates to the 
extent to. which the remedies of creditors against 





individual shareholders are abridged by the late 
statutes. Assuming that a registration of a bank al- 
ready insolvent is valid, the 6th section of the recent 
statute renders inapplicable all such provisions contained 
in the Act of Parliament formerly regulating the com- 
pany, as are inconsistent with the Joint-Stock Com- 
panies Acts of 1856 and 1857, or with the new Bank 
Act; but this is subject to an enactment, that, after the 
registration, all existing debts, obligations, and con- 
tracts shall be binding on the Company, when so regis- 
tered, to the same extent as if such registration had not 
taken place. It will be observed, that, while the obliga- 
tions of the company are maintained in force, there is 
no reservation of, the right of creditors to issue execu- 
tion against individual shareholders. If these were the 
only clauses bearing on the point, the question would 
resolve itself into this: ‘* Are the old provisions, by which 
ereditors are enabled to have execution inst every 
member, inconsistent with the Joint-Stock Companies 
Acts of 1856 and 1857? If so, the right has, by virtue 
of the 6th section ceased to exist. If not, it still re- 
mains in force, subject to the provisions contained in the 
10th section, which we are about to state. That clause 
enacts that all legal proceedings commenced before the 
registration shall continue in tae same manner as if the 
registration had not taken place, subject, however, to 
this important proviso—that execution shall not issue 
against the effects of any individual shareholder in, or 
member of, such company upon any judgment, decree, 
or order obtained against such company in any action, 
suit, or proceeding so commenced as aforesaid; and 
that, in the event of the property and effects of the 
company being insufficient to satisfy such judgment, 
decree, or order, an order may be obtained for winding 
up the company in manner directed by the Joint- 
Stock Companies Acts, 1856, 1857. Now, the effect of 
this clause is confired exclusively to proceedings 
commenced before registration, and it makes it quite 
clear that the shareholders are safe from any execution 
against them individually at the instance of a creditor 
whose action was commenced before the registration. 
Are they equally safe against creditors who may 
attempt to take proceedings after the company has been 
registered anew? This depends entirely upon the 
earlier clause, which we have before noticed, and can 
only be answered in the affirmative if the powers for- 
merly possessed by creditors under the provisions of the 
old Acts are held to be inconsistent with the Joint- 
Stock Companies Acts, 1856, 1857, or with the Act 
under which the registration has taken place. We have 
very little doubt that it would be decided that such in- 
consistency does exist, and, consequently, that the 
members are safe. But it is curious that there is 
nothing in the modern Acts which can be said to be 
absolutely repugnant to those provisions of the earlier 
law. ‘The inconsistency is not so much in the letter as 
in the spirit of the statutes. The Acts of 1856 and 
1857 nowhere forbid proceedings against the property 
of individual shareholders. It was not necessary to do 
so, in so far as ordinary joint-stock companies were con- 
cerned, for the same end was attained by repealing the 
old Joint-Stock Companies Act as to any company 
registered under the new Act. All the hostile powers 
of creditors in such cases were therefore annihilated by 
the repeal of the Acts by which they had originally been 
called into existence. The new Banking Act has not 
strictly followed the same precedent; for, instead of 
repealing absolutely the old Banking Act, 7 Geo. 4, 
c. 46, which a have been inconvenient for other 
reasons, it merely repeals it as to newly registered com- 
panies, so far as its provisions are inconsistent with the 
new Joint-Stock Acts. This is the actual position of the 
legal question ; and though we do not think it leaves 
much doubt of the safety of shareholders, it affords 
another example of the unsatisfactory way in which 
most modern attempts at legislation are put together. 








22 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Nov. 21, 1857. 








THE CASE OF “CHAPMAN v. VAN TOLL.” 


We have received a letter from the defendant's attor- 
ney, which tempts us to recur to the case of Chapman 
v. Van Toll. Our correspondent seems anxious that it 
should not be thought an important case, or one likely 
to guide practically the conduct of the profession. We 
cannot agree with him. It will determine, or, at least, 
it will go far to determine, in what cases application is 
to be made for a summary remedy under the Proce- 
dure Act of 1854; and there is scarcely any point of 
pore which an attorney would be more desirous to 

ave clearly and satisfactorily settled. 


We are also enabled, by having referred to the short- 
hand writer's notes, to tell the story a little more fully 
than was possible when we had only the printed reports 
of the Nisi Prius trial to guide us. The whole question 
turns on the circumstances of the case, and although 
the result will be of wide application, yet we cannot 
appreciate the result, unless we know these circum- 
stances accurately. It appears that Mr. and Mrs, Van 
Toll were married in 1851, and that the husband, a 
man of considerable fortune, made no settlement on the 
wife. In 1852, Captain Roberts, the obligor of the 
bond subsequently sued on by Mrs. Van Toll, per- 
suaded Mr. Van Toll to settle £1,000 on his wife, 
which sum was handed over to Roberts to invest. He, 
however, applied the money to his own purposes, and 
by way of security gave Mrs. Van Toll a bond for the 
amount, with a covenant to insure his life. Mr. Van 
Toll died in 1854; and Mrs. Van Toll, who had received 
£15 as interest, but nothing further, gave instructions, 
in June, 1855, to Mr. Chapman to sue Roberts. The 
writ was issued on the 12th of July, and on the 16th 
Roberts wrote to Mrs. Van Toll acknowledging his 
liability, but saying that he had paid off a considerable 

art of the £1,000, and offering to pay her the balance 

e admitted to be due. The payments of which he 
claimed the benefit, were payments which he had made 
to Mr. Van Toll, not in satisfaction of the bond, but 
by way of loan. They were to be set off against the 
sum which the bond was intended to secure; and when 
the matter was finally settled by the Master, he allowed 
such a deduction for these payments to the husband as 
reduced the widow’s claim to £741. Captain Roberts 
had acknowledged that he owed £570. If, therefore, 
the question had been submitted to a jury, the point 
which the jury would have had to decide was, whether 
the evidence of the payment of the £170, constituting 
the difference between the two sums, was or was not 
satisfactory. We will, for convenience sake, take it for 
granted, that, if particulars of set-off had been fur- 
nished, the plaintiff would practically have been content 
to allow the items which the Master considered to have 
been established. But some of the items of payment 
were disputed; and the main point is, whether the 
examination of the evidence supporting the claim for 
those items was or was not a fit matter for the consider- 
ation of a jury. 

When the case of Chapman v. Van Toll was tried the 
jury were evidently impressed by the fact that Mr. 
Chapman candidly avowed that the notion of proceeding 
under the Act of 1854 never crossed his mind. It 
seemed strangely negligent that an attorney practising 
in the superior Courts of Law should conduct an action 
without referring to an Act by which the proceedings 
in those Courts are regulated. But it is not necessary 
to pay any attention to the point. Until it is settled that 
the clause was applicable, it can have made no differ- 
ence to the client that her attorney was ignorant of it. 
Lord Campbell directed the jury that aif’ that was in 
dispute between Mrs. Van Toll and Captain Roberts 
was a matter of mere account; that it could not con- 
veniently be tried by a jury; and that the clause was 
precisely applicable, and had been framed to meet cases 
of this nature. In order that this direction should have 





been right it is necessary that both conditions of the ap- 
plicability of the clause should have been fulfilled. It 
may have been a matter of account, and yet a jury 
might easily have decided it. And this was the way in 
which the puisne judges looked at the case. They said 
that there was nothing to show any complication in the 
accounts. Captain Roberts set up certain sums paid to 
Mr. Van Toll as a set-off. He would have had to pro- 
duce vouchers for the payments, or else trust his un- 
supported oath ; and if the occasions of the alleged Pay- 
ments were few, a jury could easily decide whether the 
evidence was satisfactory. 

It is very easy to see that the clause was framed to 
meet cases where the accounts were complicated, the 
items numerous, and the dispute virtually turned on the 
properamountto be paid undereach item. If, for instance, 
aman disputes his coachmaker’s bill, he may have to 
call attention to a hundred items. To some he may 
object that the charge is excessive ; to others, that the 
work was not necessary. A jury cannot possibly go 
through all the trifling questions which every item may 
raise. On the other hand, a matter of account may be 
perfectly simple. Therefore, all depends on the degree 
of complication in the accounts, and on the nature of 
the items. The practical importance of Chapman v. 
Van Toll is, that if Lord Campbell’s opinion prevails, 
attorneys will apply for a summons when the accounts 
are tolerably, but not perfectly, simple; if the opinion 
of the other judges prevails, attorneys will, at least, 
know that they cannot calculate on a judge making an 
order if, in such a case, they take out a summons. We 
believe that the case is to be carried to the Exchequer 
Chamber, and thus the law on the subject will be 
finally determined. The result will be a sort of direc- 
tion to the judges how to exercise their discretion, and 
an indication to the profession of the limits within 
which an application will be successful. 

We think that this case also deserves notice in another 
point of view. It may show to persons slightly ac- 
quainted with the difficulties which attorneys have to 
encounter, and therefore impatient of an attorney's 
slightest mistake, how embarrassing it must often be to 
an attorney, however honest, and however learned, to 
decide what course he ought to pursue. Mr. Chapman 
was condemned by a jury to pay £644 for not apply- 
ing for an order under the Act of 1854. Now, in aletter 
which we published last week, an attorney stated that, 
acting on Lord Campbell’s direction in Chapman v. 
Van Toll, he applied for an order in a similar case, and 
that the judge not only refused the application, but made 
the applicant pay his own costs, because the other side 
would not consent. If Mr. Chapman had applied toa judge 
the result might not improbably have been that Mrs. 
Van Toll would have had to pay costs, without getting 
a step forwarder in her action. Mr. Justice Erle, in- 
deed, said expressly, that, if the application had been 
made to him, he should have refused it. Therefore, 
whichever way Mr. Chapman acted he must have acted 
wrongly, in the opinion of either the Chief Justice or of 
one of the most eminent of the puisne judges. Nor can 
anything be more unjust than the hasty assumption 
that, the choice being laid before him, he had no motive 
to guide him, except his own interest, in deciding on 
adopting the most expensive course. Under the cir- 
cumstances there might be obvious and substantial ad- 
vantages in insisting on a public trial. Captain Roberts 
alleged that he had advanced sums to the deceased hus- 
band, of the payment of which Mrs. Van Toll had no 
cognizance. It might very reasonably be thought to be 
highly important, that, if Captain Roberts was prepared 
to swear to the fact of these ments, he should be 
called on to do so in open court, where he could be sub- 
jected to a rigorous cross-examination. As it happened, 
Mr. Chapman never thought of making an application 
under the Act; but if he ‘had done so, and if he could 
also have felt sure that an order of reference might 
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have been obtained, we think it not unlikely that 
his best course might still have been to go before 
a jury. 


»< 


Legal Netws. 


COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius, at Guildhall, before Mr. Justice ERLE 
and Common Juries.) 

Licence or CounsEL.— Willcock v. Walker and Another. 

Mr. Serjeant Thomas and Mr. Hodson were counsel for the 
plaintiff; Mr. O'Malley and Mr. Beasley® appeared for the de- 
fendants. 

The action was brought to recover a sum claimed for salary 
and disbursements as purser of the Wheal Medlyn Mine. The 
case for the plaintiff was, that, in the course of the year 1851, 
the lease of the mine was purchased by the defendants, Mr. 
Smith, an attorney, and Mr. Walker, a gentleman residing in 
Yorkshire, in conjunction with a Mr. Hartill. The plaintiff was 
employed at a salary as purser, and continued to work the mine 
until 1853, when the lessees abandoned it. The plaintiff swore 
positively that he had been engaged at a salary. It was pro- 
posed he should become a partner, but he declined, unless the 
defendants would enter into an undertaking to work the mine 
efficiently 

The defence was, that the arrangement between the parties 
was that each was to have a fourth share of the mine. The 
plaintiff represented that the sum of £950 was the outside that 
would be required to render the mine profitable. Smith, Wal- 
ker, and Hartill were to advance a third,each. The plaintiff had 
no money, but was to give his services. The two defendants 
swore positively to this arrangement, and several witnesses 
stated that the plaintiff had repeatedly represented that he was 
a partner. 

In the course of the cross-examination of one witness, Mr. 
Serjeant Thomas asked him whether he was notgin difficulties. 
The witness denied the imputation indignantly. Mr. Serjeant 
Thomas was proceeding to press him further, whitn 

Mr. Justice Erte interposed, and said the licence allowed to 
counsel was sometimes so much abused as to become a public 
nuisance—the counsel who did so deserved ill of the public, and 
he for one could wish that there was a power to prosecute them. 

Mr. Serjeant Thomas said he had acted under his instructions ; 
it was difficult for a counsel to do his duty. 

Mr. Justice Erte.—I should like to know who gave you 
those instructions. Counsel has no right to ask, haphazard, at 
the suggestion of a person who is under no responsibility, a 
question which may do a great deal of mischief. I have seen 
the privilege so much abused that I heartily wish the counsel 
could be prosecuted for a misdemeanor. 

Mr. Serjeant Thomas.—I do not think a prosecution would 
succeed in the present case, even though it were conducted by 
your Lordship. 

Mr. Justice Erte.—I felt it necessary to interfere when I 
found you putting questions for which there was not the 
slightest foundation. 

Mr. Serjeant Thomas.—For myself, I must say I always en- 
deavour to abstain from putting questions which are irrelevant 
and only intended to occupy time. I would rather abandon all 
the emoluments and hopes of the bar than act otherwise. A 
counsel who did so would soon find that it was not to his ad- 
vantage. 

The case then proceeded. 

The jury found a verdict for the defendants. 





COURT OF EXCHEQUER.—Nov. 16. 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius, before Mr. Baron Martin 
and Common Juries.) 

Shields v. Sheppard. 

At the conclusion of the plaintiff's case it was intimated that 
no witnesses would be called on behalf of the defendant. Mr. 
Serjeant Ballantine then commenced to sum up the evidence on 
behalf of the plaintiff, by making some observations upon the 
fact that no witnesses were to be called to contradict the plain- 
tiff; when 

Mr. Baron Martin said, that the learned Serjeant was 
exceeding the limits of summing up in making such observa- 
tions. He must confine himself entirely to the evidence, and 
must not make a second speech. 

Mr. Serjeant Ballantine said, that it was difficult for a counsel 





to know how to act, as the practice was so different in the 
various courts. In one court, according to the opinion of the 
presiding judge, counsel were entitled to observe upon the 
whole case, and to make such observations as they thought fit, 
while in another the learned judge would not permit them to 
say one word beyond the matter contained in the evidence. 

Mr. Baron Martin, in summing up, said, that, with regard to 
the right of counsel to sum up at the end of their case, it 
depended entirely upon the words of an Act of Parliament, 
which were as clear as could be. It had been introduced for a 
most beneficial purpose—namely, that of enabling counsel to 
explain any matters in the evidence which without such 
explanation might injure their case. But instead of its being 
used simply for this purpose it had been abused; until now 
counsel considered that they had a right to make a second 
speech, which was clearly contrary to the intention of the Act, 
and the consequence was that causes at Nisi Prius occupied 
one-third more time than they formerly did. Thus, instead 
of its being a benefit, it had become quite the contrary. 





CHARGE OF ATTEMPTED FRAUD ON A RAILWAY 
COMPANY BY A SOLICITOR. 

Mr. William Vardy Eyre, a solicitor, No. 13, George-street, 
Mansion-house, appeared on Wednesday before Mr. Burcham, 
the Southwark police-magistrate, on a summons charging him 
with having unlawfully attempted to obtain, by means of false 
pretences, from the London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway 
Company a certain sum of money, with intent to cheat and de- 
fraud the said railway company, on the 23rd-of September last. 

Mr. Creasy, instructed by Mr. Faithful, appeared for the pro- 
secution ; and Mr. C. B. Robinson for the defendant. 

Mr. Creasy, in opening the case, said, that the company he 
had the honour to represent had through services to Paris vid 
Newliaven and Dieppe, and the steam vessels were contracted 
for by Mr. Maples. It so happened, that one day in August 
there was some hours’ delay at Dieppe, and among the pas- 
sengers were a Mr. Meyers and Mr. Avril. On the 9th of 
September, the defendant put in a claim for compensation for 
the first-named gefttleman, and received 5/. 6s. 8d. After that, 
the company received another letter from Mr. Eyre, claiming 
compensation for Mr. Avril for injury he had sustained for loss 
of time by being detained at Dieppe. In consequence of that 
letter the company caused some investigation to be entered into 
respecting the claim, and a communication was made with Mr. 
Avril, a gentleman carrying on business in Holborn. Mr, Avril 
denied all knowledge of Mr. Eyre, and repudiated all idea of 
seeking compensation from the railway company. The latter, 
considering it was a gross attempt at fraud, thought it was their 
bounden duty to take proceedings against the defendant, so that 
an investigation might take place before his worship preparatory 
to the case being sent before a jury. The learned counsel then 
called 

Mr. John Lipscomb, who said—I am clerk to Mr. Maples, 
the owner of the steam ship plying between the Brighton Rail- 
way and Newhaven and Dieppe. I know Mr. Eyre. On the 17th 
September last I called on him at his office about Mr. Meyers’ 
compensation. I paid him 5/. 6s. 8d., and he gave me the 
receipt produced, signed by himself in my presence, At the 
same time I had a letter, written by Mr. Eyre, claiming 
compensation for Mr. Meyers. I showed that letter to Mr. 
Eyre, and he admitted it to be his. 

Mr. Creasy.— What was the sum Mr. Eyre first claimed ? 

Witness.—£10. 

Mr. J. B. Avril, lamp manufacturer, 12 and 13, Castle-street, 
Holborn, said—I was a passenger by the Brighton Railway on 
the 14th of August for Paris. I was detained at Dieppe on 
the 15th for several hours, owing to there being no ‘train for 
Paris. I was much inconvenienced, but I neverf{communicated 
with the company. 

Mr. Creasy.—Do you know Mr. Eyre, the defendant? 

Witness.—I do not, sir. I never saw him before until 
this day. 

Did you receive this letter from him, stating that he had 
written to the Brighton Railway Company to demand com- 
pensation for you for having been detained with Mr. Meyers 
at Dieppe? (Letter put in).—Yes, I did; but I gave him no 
authority to demand compensation for me. 

Did you reply to that letter?—No, I took no notice of it 
whatever. 

Mr. Robinson.—Do you know Mr. Meyers ?—No. I saw him 
at Dieppe. He was one of the unfortunates, and while remain- 
ing there we got into conversation together, and I believe we 
exchanged cards together. 
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Did you not give Mr. Meyers your card to prosecute the com- 
pany when he did?—No; I gave him my card for him to visit 
me in London. 

Mr. Robinson said—Mr. Eyre, the gentleman who has been 
summoned here, has been for many years a highly-respectable 
solicitor; and if there was anything in the case, it was a mistake 
not on his part, but between Mr. Meyers and Mr. Avril. The 
latter gentleman met the other at Dieppe, where they were 
detained and put to considerable inconvenience; and while they 
were waiting, Mr. Meyers expressed his intention of suing the 
company for compensation. Mr. Avril agreed with him to the 
same effect, and handed Mr. Meyers his card, inducing him to 
institute proceedings at the same time. Mr. Meyers, on his 
return to London, communicated with Mr. Eyre’s chief clerk, 
the gentleman with whom he alone did business, and directed 
him to apply for compensation from the railway company. At 
the same time he handed the clerk Mr. Avril’s card, and 
directed him to do the same for that gentleman. In conse- 
quence of that, Mr. Eyre’s clerk wrote the second letter. He 
(Mr. Robinson) should be able to show that Mr. Eyre knew 
nothing of the transaction whatever until he received the 
present summons. He contended that it was a most disrepu- 
table thing for the company to bring such a charge against 
a solicitor, who had for many years conducted his business 
in a highly-respectable manner. The learned counsel then 
called 

Mr. Michael Meyers, who stated—I am a merchant at 98, 
Leadenhall-street. I went by the railway on the 14th of 
August, and took a through ticket for Paris. When we got 
to Dieppe, there was no train, and we were detained nearly 
twelve hours, consequently I lost the Paris market. I met 
Mr. Avril there, and he spoke to me at the railway station. 
I told him when I returned to London I should sue the com- 
pany for compensation. Mr. Avril said, “Do the same for 
me,” and he handed me his card. When I returned to London, 
I called at Mr. Eyre’s office, and instructed Mr. Besent, the chief 
clerk, to sue the company, and at the same time I handed 
Mr. Avril’s card in for the same purpose. 

Mr. Robinson.—Did you believe you had fall authority from 
Mr. Avril when you did so? 

Witness.—Yes, I did. 

Mr. Burcaam.—When did you return to London ? 

Witness.—On the 30th of August. 

Mr. Creasy.—How long have you known Mr. Eyre? 

Witness.—About five years. He has been my solicitor during 
that time, but I have always done my business with his clerk, 
Mr. Besent. 

When you returned to London, did you communicate with 
Mr. Avril?—I did not consider that I had any occasion to do 
so. 


Who paid you the money received from the company ?—Mr. 
Besent gave me a cheque signed by Mr. Eyre. I have never 
spoken to the latter about it. 

George Daniel Besent.—I am managing clerk to Mr. Eyre, 
who has carried on business as an attorney since 1840. 

Mr. Robinson.—What do you know of this transaction ? 

Witness.—I know Mr. Meyers as a client, and he always 
transacted business with me. In the early part of September 
Mr. Meyers called at our office, and instructed me to sue the 
London and Brighton Railway Company for compensation for 
being detained in Dieppe. He also told me Mr. Avril was 
determined to do the same, and he had instructed him to employ 
a solicitor. In consequence of that I wrote a letter for Mr. 
Meyers, and received an answer from the company. Twelve 
days afterwards I wrote a letter to the company, demanding 
compensation for Mr. Avril, the same as Mr. Meyers. 

Did Mr. Eyre write either of those letters? No; I wrote 
them both. 

Mr. Burcuam.—Have you copies of those letters ? 

Witness.—Yes, sir, in this book (produced). Mr, Eyre knew 
nothing of Mr. Avril’s matter until he received this summons. 

Mr. Creasy.— Would not Mr. Eyre know about it by seeing 
this book ? 

Witness.—He might, as the book was in his office; but he 
seldom attended to any business until an action was commenced. 

Who paid Mr. Meyers?—Mr. Eyre gave me the cheque, and 
I handed it to him. 

What part of the business does Mr. Eyre attend to?—All 
actions after the writs are issued. 

Were not these two letters written in the book at the same 
time ?—No, sir. One on the 9th of September, and one on 
the 28rd 





Did you not call on Mr. Avril on Saturday ?—Yes. I called 
about this summons. 

Mr. Burcuam here thought that the evidence of the last wit- 
ness and Mr. Eyre explained the whole circumstances of the 
case. He had no reason to believe the latter spoke anything but 
the truth—that while he was detained at Dieppe, he got into 
conversation with Mr. Avril, and they both expressed their in- 
tention to sue the company for compensation at the time. Mr. 
Meyers thought, that, when he gave him his card, it was his 
authority to institute proceedings on his return to London. 
According to that conversation, Mr. Meyers put the matter 
into the hands of Besent (Mr. Eyre’s clerk) to do the same 
for Mr. Avril. However, it would have been much better 
had not Mr. Eyre or his clerk acted on the authority of Mr. 
Meyers, as it would have saved all this inconvenience. He 
certainly did not think there was any imputation against Mr. 
Eyre as a respectable solicitor; therefore, he should dismiss the 
summons. 

Mr. Robinson.—My client has been very unfairly dealt with 
by the railway company in this matter. 

Mr. BurcuamM.—Did the railway company communicate with 
Mr. Eyre before they commenced these proceedings ? 

Mr. Eyre.—No, sir. I knew nothing about it until I received 
this summons. 

Mr. Burcuam (indignantly).—Had I known that, I certainly 
should not have granted the summons. I consider there is 
not the slightest ground for taking these proceedings against 
Mr. Eyre, who leaves this court without any imputation on 
his character as a respectable solicitor. 

The parties then left the court. 





Henry Zachariah Jervis, about fifty years of age, who de- 
scribed himself as a solicitor, of 62, Newman-street, Oxford- 
street, was brought before Mr. Ingham, at Wandsworth, for 
final examination, on the charge of obtaining money from Mrs. 
Sarah Parker, the widow of a memiber of the Stock Exchange, 
aged seventy years, who was alleged to be insane, by means of 
false representations. 

Mr. John Jervis, sworn, stated that he resided at No. 15, 
Arlington-street, He was the son of the late Sir John Jervis. 
His father did reside at No. 47, Eaton-square, and was the Lord 
Chief Justice of the Court of Common Pleas. He did not know 
the prisoner. 

Mr. John Thomas Hall said, he was clerk to the Incorporated 
Law Society. In 1852 the prisoner applied to renew his certifi- 
cate. He opposed on behalf of the society, and the prisoner 
abandoned his application. The prisoner was admitted as a 
solicitor and attorney in the courts in 1832, and he had not had 
his certificate since 1850. The prisoner, not having a certificate, 
would not be allowed to practise in any of the courts. Witness 
would state the particulars of the opposition to the renewal of 
the certificate if it were necessary. It was a bad case. 

Mr. IncuAM.—It is not necessary. Have you searched the 
records of the Chancery Court to ascertain if a bill had been 
filed at the suit of Sarah Parker ? 

Witness.—I have searched for the year 1857, and cannot find 
any such suit. 

In cross-examination by Mr. Haynes, the witness said—The 
prisoner is still on the rolls as a solicitor. Iam not aware of 
any application being made to strike him off the rolls. He 
could not issue a writ or take any other proceedings in a cause 
legally. If he did he would not be able to recover any fees, 
and would be liable to penalties. 

Mrs. Charlotte Houghton then repeated her evidence as to 
the prisoner representing himself to Mrs. Parker as the son of 
Sir John Jervis; that he was brother-in-law to the Turkish 
ambassador ; and that he kept both his country and town house, 
and also his carriage. The witness added that the prisoner 
received about £10 in different sums after he made those 
representations. The money was to assist -in recovering Mrs. 
Parker’s alleged property. The witness further said, that the 
prisoner told Mrs. Parker that he had filed the bill in Chancery. 
She had always considered Mrs. Parker insane. Other wit- 
nesses also proved the insanity of Mrs. Parker, and that she 
had no property with the exception of a pension of £40 per 
annum from the Stock Exchange. 

Mr. Incuam fully committed the prisoner for trial at the 
next sessions of the Central Criminal Court. 





THE NEW RECEIVERS OF FEES IN CANADA. 


After the first day of January next, the Crown Attorney in 
ach county takes the place of the County Treasurer; and 
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thereafter the clerks of division courts will make their quarterly 
returns, and submit their accounts to that officer. 

We consider this change a decided improvement. County 
treasurers do not hold their offices under Government, but are 
appointed by and amenable to the municipalities. Moreover, 
we are not aware that they have been required to give security 
to the Government ; whereas the County Crown Attorney is an 
officer appointed by and directly responsible to Government, and 
is required by the statute to give security to the Crown. 

The Government had no effectual control over a treasurer. 
With the County Attorney it will be otherwise.—Canada Law 
Journal. 





The Sheriff of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, John Ormston, Esq., 
has appointed R. Y. Green, Esq., to the office of Under-Sheriff 
for the ensuing year. 

James Batham, Esq., solicitor, has been elected Mayor of 
Kidderminster, and Herbert New, Esq., solicitor, Mayor of 
Evesham, for the ensuing year. 


Mr. Mark Kennaway has resigned the office to which he 
was so recently appointed by the Lord-Lieutenant, and Mr. 
Ford, we understand, is now Clerk of the Peace.—Plymouth 
Herald. 


The application to admit to bail Mr. H. S. Bright, late 
chairman of the Hull Flax and Cotton Company, was renewed 
at the Judges Chambers, before Mr. Justice Erle, on Tuesday. 
The learned Judge said that he had carefully read over the 
affidavits and depositions, and, looking at the serious nature 
of the charges, he had come to the conclusion that the prisoner 
was not entitled to the relief asked, and that bail ought to be 
refused.—Bail refused accordingly. The prisoner will, there- 
fore, have to remain in prison until the trial, which takes place 
at the winter assize at York, in December. 


The Winter Assizes for 1857 have been fixed by the Secre- 
tary of State to be held at the following places :—Liverpool, 
for Lancashire, Mr. Justice Wightman; York, for Yorkshire, 
Mr. Justice Williams; Chester, Stafford, Derby, Mr. Justice 
Crompton ; Kent, Hants, Somerset, Devon, Mr. Justice Willes ; 
Warwick, Worcester, Gloucester, Glamorgan, Mr. Baron Martin ; 
Northampton, Nottingham, Lincoln, Durham, Northumberland, 
Mr. Baron Channell. The judges will fix the time for opening 
the commission in the several towns appointed. It will range 
between the term and the Christmas holidays. 


In the Court of Queen’s Bench, on Thursday, the Solicitor- 
General moved the judgment of the Court upon Mr. Robert 
Bellaney, a magistrate of the county of Durham, who had been 
found guilty of extortion and corruption in the discharge of his 
magisterial functions. The case was simply this. Two men 
were brought before the defendant for poaching on his own 
estate, and he convicted them in a penalty; and in default of 
payment, ordered them to be handcuffed and sent to prison. 
Afterwards he compromised the matter, and liberated them on 
their paying £1 each; but instead of handing this sum to the 
county, he applied it to his own purposes. For this crime 
Justice Coleridge sentenced him to pay a fine of £200 to her 
Majesty, and to be imprisoned for two years in the Queen’s 
Prison, in the first class of misdemeanants, and that he do stand 
further imprisoned in the same place until the fine is paid. 


At the Pontefract County Court on Tuesday last an action 
was brought by Mr. Wright the present mayor of Pontefract, 
against Mr. Oliveira, late M.P. for that borough, to recover the 
sum of 25/. 14s. 8d., being the defendant’s proportion of the 
returning officer’s expenses at the last election at Pontefract. 
Mr. Smith, of Doncaster, on behalf of the plaintiff, said that 
there were three candidates on the occasion referred to—Mr. 
Milnes, Mr. Wood, and the defendant. In conducting the 
election the mayor incurred certain expenses for printing, poll- 
clerks, booths, professional assistance, &c., amounting altogether 
to 771. 2s. 10d., and by the Reform and other Acts these ex- 
penses were chargeable upon the respective candidates in equal 
proportions. The other candidates, Mr. Milnes and Mr. Wood, 
had each paid 25/. 14s. 3d. but the defendant, although fre- 
quently applied to, had refused to pay his quota. Mr. Smith 
denounced it as a disgraceful circumstance that the mayor, to 
whom the election writ was directed, who was compelled to 
perform an onerous duty, and against whose impartiality no 
whisper had been heard, should be subjected to the hardship 
either of paying the expenses himself, or of seeking redress in a 
court of justice. Mr. Ferns, of Leeds, on behalf of the defen- 
dant, said that a candidate was not responsible for certain items 
in his account. He might be liable for his proportion of the 





cost of the poll clerks and booths, but the charge for printing 
was too much; while, as to professional assistance, the mayor 
was supposed to know his duties, and if he did not, he must 
pay for instruction. Ultimately, an arrangement was made 
between Mr. Smith and Mr. Ferns for the plaintiff to have 
judgment for 13/. 13s. Verdict accordingly. 


The French Tribunals, 


A case of some interest to masters and servants was, on 
Thursday, the 19th, submitted to the Civil Tribunal. A gen- 
tleman, named Thibault, brought an action against a young 
man, named Lecoultre, who had served him as a coachman, to 
recover 3,000 francs damages, for having, one day, in driving 
his carriage to his country seat, neglected to fasten a sporting 
dog, value 300 francs, in a box behind the carriage, in conse- 
quence of which neglect the animal was thrown out and crushed 
to death beneath the wheels; and for having, a few minutes 
later, in descending a hill, caused the horse to fall, break his 
knees, and otherwise to injure himself, whereby, in a few days, 
he died. Monsieur Thibault, in support of his action, said that 
the accidents had been caused by the gross negligence of the 
man, and he produced aletter, in which Lecoultre undertook to 
indemnify him for the loss. On the part.of Lecoultre it was con- 
tended, that, though he might have been awkward, he had not 
been guilty of gross negligence, and that, as to the letter, it 
could not engage his responsibility—since he was a minor. The 
Tribunal decided that a simple want of cleverness or precaution 
in a servant is not sufficient to render him responsible to his 
master for an accident, and that no gross negligence was proved 
to have been committed by the defendant. The Tribunal, there- 
fore, dismissed the action, with costs. 








The intense excitement occasioned in France by the trial of 
the Lemaire gang of assassins seems rather to gather strength 
than todiminish. The conduct of the accused under examination 
is bold and insolent in the extreme. The whole scene presented 
by the Court of Assize renders the defects in the French criminal 
code most painfully apparent. The accused are constantly 
transferred from the dock to the witness-box, and from thence 
to the dock again. The following sketches convey an interest- 
ing picture of the method of procedure :— 

During the trial, the President said to Lemaire, “ You took 
part in the murders of Bérancourt and Les Folies—did you not?” 
“J did!” “You would, perhaps, have committed other crimes 
if you had not been arrested?” “Assuredly! In fact, it was 
lucky that we were arrested when we were, as, otherwise, we 
should, I verily believe, have pillaged and murdered all France! 
As I was the strongest man of the lot, I should have done 
most of the killing!” Villet, in the course of the examination, 
denied that Lemaire had been in the habit of indulging in orgies 
at his house; and he said, in a confidential tone, “ Monsieur 
le Président, you should not pay attention to what Lemaire 
says, for all his pretended confessions made to the examining 
magistrates are simply intended to prolong his trial, so that he 
may have a chance of escaping—and he thinks of nothing else, 
I can tell you! He knows very well, that, when the trial comes 
to an end, he will not have forty days to live, and, therefore, 
he tries to make the trial last as long as possible.” (This 
remark created sensation in the auditory, but Lemaire appeared 
perfectly unconcerned at it.) ‘‘ As to myself,” added Villet, “if 
1 were guilty of murder, I would say frankly, Put me to death 
at once.” The most remarkable feature in the proceedings is 
the cleverness with which the elder Villet tries to explain away 
all the circumstances which® tell against him; the vehemence 
with which he denounces the witnesses; and the bitter ani- 
mosity he manifests against Hugot and Lemaire. On one or 
two occasions he solemnly called on the Court to punish the 
witnesses who deposed againt him, because their evidence was 
false, and their manner of giving it improper. On other 
occasions he made set speeches. “Ah! gentlemen!” said he, 
in one of them, “ Lemaire has only made what he calls revela- 
tions against me, in order that I may have to follow him to the 
scaffold, to which he is sure to go. He does not wish to have 
the shame and the sorrow of dying alone. If, what I cannot 
believe, this court of justice should condemn me on the word of 
such a man, I shall die with honour and with glory.” On 
another occasion he said, ‘‘ As to Hugot, he has a rage against 
me which is not that of a simple malefactor, but of an assassin. 
He says, ‘ Villet shall come to the scaffold with me!’ and not 
content with that, he tries to drag there my wife, my son, my 
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daughter, everybody belonging to me. I am astonished that 
you, gentlemen, do not understand that. I murder Chrétien! 
why should I? I did not want his money, and I could have, 
made him do for me whatever I liked. Besides, I placed a 
cross on his grave, and it cost me forty-five francs. Believe me, 
gentlemen, it is only the canaille who accuse me. The princi- 
pal witness against me is Victor Chrétien, and if yon only knew 
what a mass of vice he is. I verily believe, that, fora thousand 
francs, he would murder all the village, and that for twenty 
sous, ay, for a glass of brandy, he would have murdered poor 
Chrétien, his own relative.” One of the robberies (many of 
them were very petty) in which Villet was alleged to have 
participated was of a waistcoat, and a witness identified one 
produced as that stolen from him. On this Villet jumped up, 
and exclaimed, “‘ That waistcoat his! Why, I can prove that it 
has a brother, and that they both descend from a frock-coat which 
I purchased many years ago in the Palais-Royal, at Paris.” 
This strange way of speaking caused a laugh, but Villet con- 
tinued, ‘For making such a statement as he has done, the 
witness deserves to be punished, and I beg of you to punish 
him, Monsieur le Président. The waistcoat, I repeat, comes 
with a colleague from a frock-coat I purchased in the Palais- 
Royal. I appeal to my enemies themselves—to Boitel, my 
first enemy; to the garde-champétre, another enemy; to all 
of them—if they did not see that frock-coat in my possession. 
It is really frightful to hear witnesses talk in such a way, and 
I declare again that they deserve to be punished. From what 
they say, the judges may form an opinion as to the falsehoods 
that are told here.” The Court, in the second part of its sitting 
on Monday, and in the first part of that of Tuesday, was 
occupied in receiving evidence respecting the various robberies 
alleged to have been committed by the different prisoners, but 
it was of little interest. Hugot and Lemaire related all the 
particulars Tespecting the robberies in which they had been 
concerned, and they showed some zeal in accusing their fellow- 
prisoners, and especially the elder Villet, of having taken part 
in them, The last-mentioned prisoner, as on previous days, 
defended himself with great energy and no little skill; but his 
manner was again most insolent. It was stated, that, when in 
the Royal Guard, he was condemned by court-martial to be shot 
for some crime, but that he escaped by the breaking out of the 
Revolution of 1830. He declared that the statement was false, 
and inquiries were ordered to be made on the subject. As to 
Lemaire, though he is remarkably calm at the trial, he is said 
to have fits of fury in his cell, and in one of them, in the night 
of Sunday, he attempted to suffocate himself by thrusting his 
blouse down his throat. 

At the conclusion of the evidence the Court condemned 
Lemaire, Hugot, Bourse, and the elder Villet, to death; Pros- 
per Villet to hard labour for life; Villet’s wife to ten, his daugh- 
ter to eight, Rabache to seven, Hugot’s wife, Pillot, Prevost, 
and Caron, each to five years of the same punishment. The 
interest excited by the trial continued unabated to the end, and 
scarcely can be said to have yet subsided. 


& 


Recent Decisions in Chancery. 


Dower Act—Dower or PurcHAsER’s WIDOW BARRED BY A 
CONVEYANCE NOT EXECUTED BY THE PURCHASER. 
Fairley v. Tuck, 6 W. RB. 9. 

A Mr. W. Tuck purchased a freehold estate, and in the deed 
of conveyance were inserted these words: ‘ And the said 
William Tuck hereby declares that no widow of his shall be 
dowable out of or upon the hereditaments hereby granted and 
assured or intended so to be, or any part thereof.” The deed 
was duly executed by the vendor; but Mr. Tuck did not execute 
it. On a sale after his death, the purchaser objected that his 
widow's dower was not effectually barred; and the question 
came before the Court. The clause of the Dower Act is, “ that 
a widow shall not be entitled to dower out of any land of her 
husband, when in the deed by which such land was conveyed 
to him, or by any deed executed by him, it shall be declared 
that his widow shall not be entitled to dower out of such land.” 
These words do not require the conveyance to be executed by 
the husband; and though it was argued that it would be con- 
trary to principle and to the spirit of the Statute of Frauds, to 
give effect to a declaration without so much as a signature to 
it, V. C. Kindersley held that the language of the Act was 
clearly framed so as to include the case of a conveyance not 
executed by the purchaser, and overruled the objection to the 
title. Any other decision would have shaken many titles, as it 








is common enough for the purchaser’s execution to be omitted 
as unnecessary, 


Wii—Construcrion—Girts AMOUNTING TO THE ABSOLUTE 
INTEREST—CONSEQUENT FAILURE OF GIFTS OVER IN SUCH 


Caszs, 
Bowes v. Goslett, 6 W. R. 8. 


The question whether it is possible to give to one person the 
entire control and disposition over property during his life, and 
to limit over what may remain, has been frequently raised and 
diversely decided. In Ross v. Ross, which was decided by Sir 
Thomas Plumer in 1819, the bequest was to this effect: “I 
give to my son A, the sum of £2,000, to be paid to him at his 
age of twenty-five, or at any time between the ages of twenty- 
one and twenty-five should my executors think proper, and the 
interest in the meantime to be applied towards his maintenance 
and education ; and in case he should not receive or dispose of, 
by will or otherwise, in his lifetime, the aforesaid sum of 
£2,000, then the said sum shall return and be paid and payable 
to the heir in tail in possession of the estate of 8.” Sir Thomas 
Plumer held, first, that the will vested the absolute property, 
and the right of disposing of it, in the legatee, and said that he 
did not recollect any instance of a will where an absolute pro- 
perty is given with a condition, that, if the party does not 
make use of it, it shall go over. He expressly distinguished 
the gift from the case of a power, and said that the right of 
disposition followed from the property, and laid it down, that, 
“if you give absolute property to a person, you cannot subject 
it to a proviso, that, if he does not spend it, his interest shall 
cease.” In the following year, it was held that you can do so 
in effect, if not in form. This was in Surman v. Surman 
(5 Madd. 123), where there was a gift of personal estate to the 
testator’s wife for life or widowhood, “ with power for her to 
use, apply, employ, and appropriate the same as she thinks 
proper for her own benefit, and the proper maintenance of my 
nephew and daughter-in-law during their minorities.” This 
was followed by a gift over, on the decease or second marriage 
of the widow, of the same property, “or so much as shall then 
remain.” Sir John Leach held, that the widow took an interest 
for her life or widowhood, with a power to apply any part of 
the capital for her own benefit and the maintenance of the 
children, and that the gift over of what might remain was well 
limited. These two cases taken together seem to show that 
the question is one of form rather than substance. Absolute 
property involves the right of enjoyment, the right of disposi- 
tion, and the right, or rather the quality, of transmission to 
certain legal representatives in the event of intestacy. Ross v. 
Ross decides that you cannot, in terms, give the absolute pro- 
perty subject to a variation in the legal course of transmission 
in case of intestacy. Surman v. Surman lays it down that you 
may, by another form of words, give the right of enjoyment 
and the right of disposition, and at the same time modify the 
course of transmission by a gift over. Later cases, however, 
throw some doubt on the soundness of such a conclusion. In 
Doe v. Glover, indeed (1 C. B. 448), there was a gift in fee to M. ; 
but in case M. should die without issue, and in case he should not 
have disposed and parted with his interest, then over; and it 
was held that the gift over was not void, as repugnant with the 
gift in fee. But Doe v. Glover, in its turn, has been questioned 
in Holmes v. Godson (4 W. R. 415), where the Lords Justices 
laid it down distinctly, that, in the case of a devise to A., witha 
gift over in the event of his dying without a will, the gift over 
was on a void condition. L. J. Knight Bruce said: “ The sole 
question was, whether the fee given in the first instance was 
defeated and carried over by the death of the devisee without a 
will. He was of opinion that it was not. In effect, it was a 
devise over in case the devisee died intestate. Such a limitation 
was repugnant and void. The law, which was based upon 
public policy for the benefit of all, said, that, in the event of the 
owner in fee dying intestate, his real estate should descend to 
his heirs; and the construction contended for contravened this 
policy.” It being now, both by this and other cases, quite 
settled that one rule applies to realty and personalty, the deci- 
sion of the Lords Justices fully carries out the doctrine of Ross 
v. Ross. It may be questioned whether it does not overrule 
Surman v. Surman also. If the ground of the doctrine is public 
policy, a mere change of a few words would not be allowed to 
defeat it; and if you cannot be suffered to give the absolute 
ownership without the ordinary quaftty of transmissibility to 
heirs, executors, and administrators, it may be said, that neither 
can you give what is really the same thing—viz. a life estate, 
coupled with an absolute power of disposition by act inter vivos 
or by will, without being equally forbidden to create a limita- 
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tion in remainder. This, however, has not yet been decided. 
The case of Bowes v. Goslett, which we have placed at the head 
of this notice, was substantially the same as Holmes v. Godson, 
which it followed. Surman v. Surman has often been ques- 
tioned, and it is not easy to reconcile it with the authorities 
we have mentioned and others to the same effect. A case 
which we noticed recently, Quested v. Michell (ante, p. 923), 
seems, at first sight, to tend in the same direction as Sir John 
Leach’s decision; but that judgment, in fact, turned upon the 
peculiar form of the gift in question. The law on these points 
has scarcely yet attained to a final and definite shape. 


Leases AND SALES or Serriep Estates Act—PRACTICE. 
Re Legge’s Settled Estates, 6 W. R. 20. 

This is a decision upon a singular clause in the statute 19 & 20 
Vict. c. 120, s. 18, to the effect, that, where an otherwise neces- 
sary consent has been refused or cannot be obtained, the Court 
may on certain terms sanction the petition. In this case the ap- 
plication was for the purpose of granting certain leases, and it 
was found impossible to serve a number of persons who had 
legacies charged upon the estates. V. C. Kindersley considered 
this to be within the clause, and made the order “subject to 
and so as not to affect the rights, estate, and interest of any 
persons whose consent or concurrence could not be obtained.” 


PraActicE—Propuction oF DocuMENTS—PRIVILEGED 
ComMMUNICATIONS. 
Lafone v. Falkland Islands Company, 6 W. R. 4. 

The privilege accorded to communications between a solicitor 
and his client has of late years been extended to communica- 
tions outside that category. One of the most important exten- 
sions of the old rule took place in Pearse v. Pearse (1 De G. & 
Sma. 12), where Knight Bruce, V.C., held, that cases laid before 
counsel on behalf of a client stood upon the same footing as 
other professional communications between the client and his 
solicitor or counsel; and his Honour further held in that case, 
that, so far as related to any discovery by the counsel or solici- 
tor, it was immaterial whether or not a suit was in existence, or 
even a claim had been made at the time when such cases were 
prepared or laid before counsel. Before this decision, it was 
uncertain upon the authorities whether any communications be- 
tween counsel and client, or attorney and client, anterior to a 
suit, and having no immediate reference to a suit, were privi- 
leged; and a distinction was drawn in some cases between the 
extent of the privilege of the client and of his professional 
adviser in reference to the same communications. Lord Wal- 
singham vy. Goodricke (3 Hare, 122) and Greenlow v. King (1 
Beay. 137) are to the effect that the client must disclose com- 
munications which passed between him and his professional 
adviser before any dispute had arisen (except so far as they con- 
tained legal advice or opinions) although relating to matters 
which formed the subject of the suit. In Pearse v. Pearse, 
however, the Vice-Chancellor appears to have entertained con- 
siderable doubt whether the client was compellable to disclose 
such communications, where his counsel or solicitor would be 
privileged. A wider extension of the rule was made by Lord 
Cottenham in Steele v. Stewart (1 Phill. 471), for his Lordship 
there held, that, where the circumstances of the case rendered 
it necessary for a party or his solicitor to employ an agent to col- 
lect evidence in support of legal proceedings, the communications 
of such agent to his principal relating to such evidence were 
privileged. V. C. Wood's decision in Lafone v. Falkland 
Islands Company may be considered as a step still further ; for, 
there, documents were held to be privileged under circumstances 
similar to those in Steele v. Stewart, except that there were 
actually no legal proceedings at the time when the communica- 
tions in question took place between the clients and their agent. 
“Tt had been said,” observed the Vice-Chancellor, “that these 
documents could hardly have been sent in reference to this suit, 
as it was not at the time instituted, though threatened ; the li- 
tigation, however, was then contemplated, though the precise 
form which it assumed was not ascertained.” It ought not to 
be forgotten, however, that Lord Cranworth, when Vice-Chan- 
cellor, held, in Goodall v. Little (1 Sim., N. 8., 155), that there 
is no protection as to letters between parties themselves, or from 
a stranger to a party, merely because such letters may have 
been written in order to enable the person to whom they were 
sent to communicate them in professional confidence to his soli- 
citor; and that his Lordship’s decision met the approval of Lord 
Truro, in Glyn v. Caulfield (3 Mac. & Gor. 463). In the latter 
case Lord Truro, decided against an objection to produce papers, 
the objection being that they related to the matters in dispute in 
the cause, and arose out of communications between the parties 
themselves, with a view to their defence in the suit. There is 





no doubt that the ground of V.C. Wood's judgment in Lafone v. 
Falkland Islands Company was, that the necessity of the case re- 
quiring that a person should be sent abroad, who, as a matter of 
course, would have been the solicitor himself, or one of his clerks, 
if the distance had not been too great, the same protection ought 
to be granted to the agent actually employed, as if the solicitor or 
one of his clerks had gone; and in the latter event there is no 
question, that, according to existing authorities, the communica- 
tions made under such circumstances would have been privi- 
leged. In our observations on Betts v. Menzies (5 W. R. 767 ; 
see vol. 1, Sol. J. 666), we endeavoured to show the way in 
which the general rule as to privileged communications had been 
applied where correspondence in relation to the suit had taken 
place between co-defendants. 


>. 


Cases at Common Law specially Interesting to 
Attorneys, 





LANDLORD AND TENANT—“ ImpouNDING” UNDER 11 Gezo. 2, 
Cc. 19, MEANING OF. 
Tennant v. Field, 6 W. R. 11. 

This was a question as to the construction of a provision 
contained in the 11 Geo, 2, c. 19, according to which a landlord, 
instead of removing a distress for rent off the premises (as before 
that statute was the practice, sometimes greatly to the incon- 
venience both of himself and the tenant) in order to impound 
them, is allowed (by s. 10) to impound and secure the dis- 
tress in some fit and convenient part of the premises where the 
distress is made. In the present case, the broker went into the 
kitchen of the house in respect of which the rent was due, and 
took down a list of the articles therein, without disturbing or 
even touching any of them (at the request of the tenant); and 
he then departed, leaving a man in possession. It was now 
contended by the tenant, in bringing an action of replevin, that 
there was no “impounding” within the statute before he ten- 
dered the rent; but it was held by the Court, that the terms of 
the Act were sufficiently complied with, inasmuch as the tenant 
had requested that the articles should not be touched. 

It is singular that the case of Swann v. The Earl of Falmouth 
(8 Barn. & Cres. 457) does not appear to have been referred to 
by either side, or in the judgment. It is, however, a strong 
authority that no actual seizure or removal is requisite to a 
valid impounding under the provision in question. In that case, 
moreover, a2 man had not even been left in possession; but 
it was held there had been no abandonment of the distress. 


Limiration or Action—Contrnuinc DAMAGES—MERCANTILE 
AMENDMENT Act, 1856. 
Violet v. Simpson, 6 W. R., Q. B., 12. 

In the year 1850, the plaintiff in this action (an attorney) 
petitioned the Insolvent Debtors Court for relief; and in 
March, 1851, an order of adjudication was made, by which he 
was discharged from custody as to all the debts in his schedule, 
at the expiration of six months from the date of the vesting 
order, except as to four debts, which the Commissioner found, 
on the evidence of the defendant in the present action (also an 
attorney), to have been contracted by means of a breach of 
trust, and as to which the insolvent was not to be discharged 
till the expiration of sixteen months from the date of such 
order. The plaintiff afterwards—viz. in July, 1857—com- 
menced an action against the defendant for having maliciously 
caused the additional detention above mentioned, by giving 
false evidence with respect to these four debts; but he was non- 
suited at the trial at the last Bristol Assizes, on the ground that 
the action was barred under 21 Jac. 1, c. 16,38. 3. A rule to 
set aside this verdict, and for a new trial, was now applied for— 
it being contended that the damages sustained by the plaintiff 
were continuing during the whole of his detention by the order 
of adjudication, and that, therefore, the six years did not begin 
to run till the 3rd July, 1852, the date of his actual discharge ; 
in which case, it would be sufficient that the action should be 
commenced before July, 1858. To this view, however, the 
Court would not accede, because (it said) the wrong committed 
by the defendant, if any, was not in procuring any particular 
length of detention, but in so giving his evidence as to induce 
the Court to make an unjust order; and that it resulted from 
this, that the damages were not continuing so as to keep the 
action alive. 

We confess that this decision does not appear to be a very 
satisfactory one, because, supposing the evidence given to the 
Commissioner to have been, in point of fact, false and malicious, 
and the action not to have been veratiously delayed, it deprives 








28 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Nov. 21, 1887. 











the plaintiff of his just remedy on a narrow and technical 
ground. It is also observable, that, had it not been for one of 
the provisions of a very recent statute, which, we suspect, is not 
so well known as it should be from its importance (the Mercantile 
Law Amendment Act, 1856), the plaintiff would seem to have 
been able to defeat the operation of the statute, by the circum- 
stance of his having been in prison when his right of action 
accrued. But this disability, which is among those specified in 
the statute of James, was taken away by the 10th section of the 
statute of last year just mentioned. It might, however, be open 
to some doubt, whether this enactment was intended to apply to 
the case of a right of action which had already occurred before 
the passing of the Act. It does not appear to have been noticed 
in the argument of the case. 


Brit or ExcHANGE—TROVER—INFERENCE TO BE DRAWN 
FROM FAILING TO CALL DEFENDANT TO REBUT PRIMA 
FACIE CASE. 

M‘Kewan v. Cotching, 6 W. R., Exch., 16. 

This was an action of trover for a bill of exchange, accepted 
by A., as surety for B. The bill in question had been intrusted, 
by the person entitled to its possession, to B., that he might 
enable A. to correct a mistake he had made in the spelling of his 
name. Before action, the plaintiff had made a written demand 
of the bill. The only evidence that the bill had come to de- 
fendant’s hands, or of the alleged conversion, was, that, on being 
applied to personally, the defendant said, “I cannot give it to 
you, because it has been burnt.” He was not, however, called, 
at the trial, to explain this speech; and, on this account, it 
was held by the judge (and the ruling was supported by the 
Court), that there was evidence to go to the jury as to his 
having converted the bill. The Court intimated, however, that, 
if no such admission had been proved, there would have been 
no occasion whatever, under the circumstances, to put the person 
charged into the box. . 


CoNnSOLIDATION OF ACTIONS—PRACTICE AS TO. 
Syers v. Pickersgill, 6 W. R., Exch., 16. 

This was an application for a rule to consolidate a number of 
actions brought on three policies of marine insurance, by the 
plaintiffs (who were bankrupts) against the several underwriters. 
And the consolidation was objected to, first, on the ground that the 
interest of the plaintifis in one of the policies having been trans- 
ferred before the act of bankruptcy, questions of set-off might 
arise which would not be identical in all the several actions ; 
and, secondly, that a distinct question would arise with regard 
to each underwriter, as to whether he had entered into the policy 
on the footing of being allowed to set-off premiums against 
losses or otherwise. It was answered, however—and the 
Court assented—that no more than two actions, at the most, 
would be required to try every question which could arise—for 
in one action it might be tried whether the underwriters had a 
right to set-off premiums, and, in the other, the effect of the 
bankruptcy with regard to the policy transferred before the 
bankruptcy. It was directed that the terms of the consolida- 
tion rule should be settled at chambers, or before a Master. 


ANSWERING NEW MATTER CONTAINED IN AFFIDAVITS FILED IN 
SHOWING CAUSE AGAINST A RuLE—17 & 18 Vicr. c. 125, 8. 45. 
Harris v. The Cockermouth and Workington Railway Company, 
6. W. B., C. P., 19. 

By the 45th section of the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1854, it is enacted, that, “upon motions founded upon aftida- 
vits, it shall be lawful for either party, with leave of the Court 
or a judge, to make affidavits in answer to the affidavits of the 
opposite party upon any new matter arising out of such affida- 
vits, subject to all such rules as shall hereafter be made respect- 
ing such affidavits.” The Court of Common Pleas (in Wood v. 
Coz, 16 C. B. 494; and Haynes v. Robertson, Id. 554) have held 
that this leave should not be granted till the Court has so far 
heard the case as to be able to see that there is new matter to be 
answered. On the other hand, the Queen’s Bench have held 
it to be too late to apply when the case comes on to be argued. 
We do not think that there is any reported decision of the Ex- 
chequer on the point; but the Court of Common Pleas appear 
disposed to adhere to their own reading of the provision in ques- 
tion. 

Posrroxement oy TriaL ox THK Ground oF ABSENCE OF 
WIrnrsers. 
Noble v. Lindsay, 6 W. R., C. P., 19. 

It is difficult to imagine the grounds on which it was hoped to 
oppose the rule which had been granted in this case, calling on 
the plaintiff to show cause why the trial should not be post- 








poned. The application was made because the defendant—heing 
sued as shipowner by the plaintiff, to recover his passage-money 
and some part of his luggage, alleged to have been lost or 
damaged—found that his defence rested on the testimony of the 
officers of the vessel, which was at present on a voyage. The 
Court made absolute the rule for postponing the trial from the 
sittings in the present term till the sittings after next Easter 
Term—the costs of the rule to be plaintiff’s costs in the cause. 
It may be remarked, that, in one case (Thompson v. Lewis, 21 
L. T., C. P., 104), where a similar rule was made absolute on 
the application of the defendant—a material witness being then 
on his voyage to Australia—he was placed under the condition 
of paying interest (in the event of the plaintiff recovering a ver- 
dict) from the day when the cause would have been tried had 
the defendant been ready. In general, however, such terms are 
not imposed, and in the present instance they do not appear to 
have been suggested. 


Haseas CorPus TO BRING UP PRISONER—SETTLEMENT OF 
PRACTICE. 
Benns v. Mosley, 2 C. B., N. S., 117. 

This was an application to the full Court for a habeas corpus, 
directed to the keeper of the Queen’s Prison, to bring up 
a prisoner in his custody into court, to enable him to 
move in person for a new trial in an action in which 
he was defendant, and in which a verdict had been found 
for the plaintiff. And it was represented to the Court 
that a similar application had frequently been granted. 
The Court of Common Pleas, however—and as, before deciding, 
the judges of that court communicated both with the Queen’s 
Bench and the Exchequer, this case may be taken as laying 
down a general rule on the subject—declared, that the practice 
of issuing a habeas corpus for such a purpose was erroneous ; 
though it was admitted to have prevailed at one time. And 
they held that it was not a matter of discretion merely, but that 
they had no power to do so, inasmuch as there is no general 
form for a writ of habeas corpus, but it is issued for some spe- 
cified purpose, as ad testificandum, ad respondendum, and the like. 

It is noticeable that this was not the opinion of a very learned 
judge—the late Sir John Jervis; for, on one occasion, when an 
application was made for a habeas corpus to enable a prisoner to 
show cause against a summons, he said, “The matter is clearly 
in the discretion of the Court, but no special ground is laid for 
the indulgence” (Ford v. Graham, 10 C. B. 369); and in a case 
a year or two earlier, on an application that a prisoner should 
be so brought up, in order that he might be present during the 
discussion of a rule, by the result of which his character would 
be affected, Maule, J., is reported to have said, “ No doubt we 
have authority to order the gaoler to bring up the party, if we 
are satisfied that any reasonable ground is shown for asking it” 
(Clark v. Smith, 3 C. B. 984). The cases relied upon by the 
judges in arriving at the decision in the case under discussion 
are all considerably earlier in their date than either of the two 
above noticed. 





~~ 
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Professional Intelligence, 


CALLS TO THE BAR.—WNov. 17. 

The Honourable Society of the Middle Temple called, on 
Tuesday, the following gentlemen to the degree of the Outer 
Bar :—Slingsby Bethell, Esq., of University College, Oxford, 
B.A., second son of Sir Richard Bethell, her Majesty's Attor- 
ney-General, and one of the Masters of the Bench of the Hon. 
Society of the Middle Temple; Salusbury Gillies Payne, Esq., 
of Brasenose College, Oxford, B.A., the only son of Sir Charles 
Gillies Payne, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law; and 
Augustus W. L, Gallwey, of the University of London, the 
fourth son of Christopher Gallwey, of Killarney, in the county 
of Kerry, Esq. 

The undermentioned gentlemen were, on Tuesday, called to 
the Bar by the Hon. Society of the Inner Temple :—Francis 
Ford Pinder, Esq., B.A.; Arthur Cohen, Esq., B.A. (holder of 
the studentship awarded in Trinity Term, 1857); William 
Gurney, Esq., M.A.; Henry Stone, Esq., B.A.; George William 
Barker, Esq., M.A.; Alfred Austin, Esq., B.A. ; Edward Fleet- 
wood Hesketh, Esq.; Robert Laycock, Esq., B.A., 8.C.L.; 
Samuel Waller Chapmvun, Esq., B.A. ; Edward Salvin Bowlby, 
Esq., M.A.; John Sharp, Esq.; Robest Walters, Esq., M.A. ; 
and Arthur Joseph Hunt, Esq. 

The Honourable Society of Lincoln's Inn called, on Tuesday, 
the following gentlemen to the Outer Bar:—Sylvester Joseph 
Hunter, B.A., Cambridge (holder of a studentship); George 
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Waugh, LL.B., London (certificate of honour, first class) ; 
Alfred Wilson, B.A., Oxford; Eugenius Stewart Roche, Esq. ; 
Wyndham Horatio Nelson Hoste, Esq.; John Hornby, B.A., 
Cambridge; Samuel Courthope Bosanquet, M.A., Oxford ; 
Rupert Potter, B.A., London; Almaric Rumsey, B.A.. Oxford ; 
Edward Graham Alston, B.A., Cambridge; Frederick Joseph 
Sydney Edgecombe, M.A., Oxford; Edward Levi Ames, M.A., 
Cambridge; Henry Thomas Stephen Dicey, B.A., Cambridge; 
Douglas Spencer Meadows, B.A., Oxford; William Page Tho- 
mas Phillips, B,A., Oxford; and Wyndham Holgate, M.A., 


Cambridge. 
ADMISSION OF SOLICITORS. 

The Master of the Rolls has appointed Wednesday, the 25th 
of November, 1857, at the Rolls Court, Chancery-lane, at four 
in the afternoon, for swearing solicitors. 

Every person desirous of being sworn on the above day must 
leave his common law admission, or his certificate of practice 
for the current year, at the Secretary’s Office, Rolls-yard, Chan- 
cery-lane, on or before Tuesday, the 24th of Nov. inst. 





ADMISSION OF ATTORNEYS. 
The following days have been appointed for the admission of 
attorneys in the Court of Queen’s Bench :— 
Tuesday, Nov. 24. Wednesday, Nov. 25. 





GENERAL MEETING OF THE LAW STUDENTS 
MUTUAL CORRESPONDING SOCIETY. 


The following is the substance of a circular lately issued : 

It is proposed that a meeting of this Society shall be held in 
London early in next month; that there shall be a dinner, for 
which all solicitors and articled clerks, whether members of the 
Society or not, shall be allowed to take tickets; and that such 
meeting shall take place annually. 

The object of these meetings is, to give the members an 
opportunity of becoming personally acquainted; to give the 
Society the benefit of suggestions for its improvement, which it 
would otherwise lose; and generally to hear and talk over the 
prospects and affairs of the Society. 

Tt is not on account of their immediate effects only that the 
members are asked to give their support to these meetings, but 
because of the ulterior benefit which the Society will derive 
from them in a variety of ways. 

At the present time, when the attention of the profession 
generally is drawn to the subject of legal education, it behoves 
all law students (who are the persons most interested in the 
subject) to prove by their united action that they are fully alive 
to its importance, and to oppose any scheme which they may 
consider obnoxious to their interests; and it is confidently ex- 
pected, that at the proposed meeting this subject will have the 
earnest attention of all gentlemen present, and that measures 
will be taken to carry out the conclusions at which the meeting 
may arrive. 

All communications to be addressed to Mr. Isaac Walker, 
Prov. ‘Hon. Sec., Church-street, Burslem. 

In earlier notices, Birmingham was named as the place of 
meeting; subsequently it was resolved to meet in London. 


ori oe mi 
Correspondence, 





DUBLIN.—(From our own Correspondent.) 


The commencement of the legal year was not accompanied 
by any change on the bench, or other event, remarkable enough 
to afford a topic of conversation for the crowd of loungers in 
the hall of the Four Courts. Rumours had indeed been cireu- 
lated as to the supposed retirement of one of the heads of the 
courts of law, with its inevitable train of promotions and ap- 
pointments. ‘Taking its origin in an obscure provincial paper, 
this story had been reprinted here, and in England, and even by 
one of the legal journals in London, The well-informed, how- 
ever, declared that it was all a myth; that the learned C. B. 
never was better in his life, and the learned A. G. never more 
likely to need patience than at present. Term commenced, and 
the judges took their seats as usual. Two of them, whose re- 
spective ages are quite beyond all range of inquiry, but who 
were certainly called to the bar some years before the close of 
the last century, evinced no symptom of failing, but appeared 
as sound in body and mind as ever. Nor is there, we firmly 
believe, an individual in the hall who does not cordially wish 
that they may long continue to set an example of judicial dig- 





nity to their younger colleagues, at least two of whom stand 
much in need of it. 

The only change that is worthy of note in the legal world is 
that occasioned by the passing of the “ Irish Bankruptcy and 
Insolvency Act, 1857,” which came into operation on the first 
day of this month. This Act (20 & 21 Vict. c. 60), while it 
repeals all former Bankrupt Acts, and consolidates this import- 
ant branch of the law, contains some new features which are 
deserving of remark. The old courts of bankruptcy and insol- 
vency are abolished, and a new court, consisting of two judges 
(not commissioners), is to have all the jurisdiction formerly 
exercised by the separate courts now abolished. The practice 
will henceforth be nearly uniform, and little practical distinction 
will remain between bankruptcy and insolvency, more especially 
as the Court will now have power to grant to any person dis- 
charged as an insolvent a certificate like that given to bankrupts, 
which will bar all demands of creditors. Those professional 
men whose business takes them into these courts are highly 
satisfied with the reduced scale of fees introduced by the new 
Act, The fees payable on every meeting before the Bankrupt 
Commissioner (for example) hitherto amounted to £5, Irish cur- 
rency (equal to 4/. 12s. 3d. sterling) ; the amount is now reduced 
to £1. Similar reductions are made in fees payable on the pre- 
sentation of petitions, and on various other proceedings. No 
new appointments are, or will, be made under this Act, as the 
judges and officers of the abolished courts find employment, and 
in most instances with increased remuneration, in the new court. 
The Insolvency Commissioner has been shelved, after about 
three years service, on full salary ; and the two Bankruptcy Com- 
missioners have become the judges of the new court, with not 
only higher dignity, but larger emolument. Apropos of these 
functionaries, we remark that the section of the Act prescribing 
the qualification of the judges is express in requiring ten years 
standing, not merely at the bar, but at the Jrish bar. This is 
the first instance on record of any such qualification being im- 
posed, or any such limit placed on the exercise of her Majesty’s 
discretion. It bears internal evidence of being the handiwork 
of the present Attorney-General for Ireland, whose animosity 
against English appointments to Irish offices is well known. 
We do not consider that this exclusiveness is called for, or can 
be justified ; least of all when we remember that Commissioners 
Murphy, Phillips, and Evans, of the London courts, are all 
Irishmen. Again, why should solicitors be in terms disqualified 
for such appointments ? 

The changes consequent on the passing of the Probates and 
Administration Act have not yet commenced, as that Act comes 
into operation not before the Ist day of January. General 
satisfaction is felt throughout all ranks of the profession, that 
the oppressive monopoly of the proctors will no longer escape its 
long-merited doom. The injury to the advocates of the con- 
demned courts will be far less severely felt here than in Eng- 
land, as not more than one or two of them have confined their 
practice to these courts, while the foremost of their number have 
always gone circuit, and shared the general business of the bar. 
It is supposed that most of the proctors will continue to transact 
business in the Court of Probate, and more particularly as 
agents for country solicitors. 

On looking into the legislation of the past session of Parlia- 
ment, one is surprised to find that the provisions of the Divorce 
and Matrimonial Bill do not extend to Ireland? Why is this? 
Whether by design or—more probably—by an oversight, the 
fact is, that the divorce and matrimonial law of this part of the 
empire remains just as it did. No “ judicial separation,” or any 
of the other advantages provided by the Act, are available to 
any but residents in England. Perhaps some compliment was 
intended to the husbands and wives here. Certain it is, that 
no “contentious” business can be transacted at all for their 
relief: the only course open to them will be to institute a 
friendly suit, and cross over to England, there to participate in 
the benefits of the long-contested and much-maligned Matrimo- 
nial Act of last session. 


THE LIABILITIES OF ATTORNEYS. 
To the Editor of Tur Souicrrors’ Journat & Reporter. 


Sir,—I have read in your Journal, from time to time, your 
remarks in reference to the actions of Chapman v. Van Toll and 
Van Toll v. Chapman, and now that the rules have been dis- 
posed of, and feeling that you have misconceived the points at 
issue, I beg to call your attention to the facts of the case, as 
proved on the trials; and in doing so, I cannot refrain from ex- 
pressing a belief that I shall be able to convince you that the 
case is not one of so much importance to the profession as both 
yourself and your correspondents would seem to think. 
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The facts proved were these:—In June, 1855, Mrs. Van Toll 
instructed Mr. Chapman to sue Capt. Roberts for a sum of 
money due on a bond. On the 14th or 15th July, Roberts was 
served with a writ, and on the 16th wrote to Mrs. Van Toll a 
letter, as follows :—“ Your proceedings have rather astonished 
me, knowing, as you do, that you have received at several times, 
over and above your interest, the sum of £450; and, therefore, 
all that is legally coming to you is the difference of £1,000 
—viz. £570. This sum I shall be ready to hand over 
to you through my solicitors, upon your giving a proper 
receipt for the full amount. J am prepared to show 
that such has been received by youu—I am, Madam,” &c. 

This letter was immediately handed to Mr. Chapman, but on 
the 24th a declaration was delivered. Time to plead was 
applied for by Roberts, and consented to no less than ten times, 
for each of which Mr. Chapman charged Mrs. Van Toll for his 
attendance at judges’ chambers. On the 8th of November, 
Roberts pleaded to the action, and, after several dilatory pro- 
ceedings, it was found necessary to change the venue, and the 
cause was ultimately set down for trial in London, on the 16th of 
December. Briefs werethen prepared and counsel duly instructed; 
and, as appears from Mr. Chapman’s bill of costs, on that day, 
after ‘attending court the whole of the day, and just as the 
cause was about being called on, the record was withdrawn upon 
terms.” An order of reference was drawn up, and the matter 
went before one of the Masters, who very soon certified that 
£741 was due to Mrs. Van Toll. 

I do not feel that it is necessary for me to enter into the par- 
ticulars of what occurred between the time of obtaining the 
Master’s certificate and the delivery by Mr. Chapman of his bill 
of costs to Mrs. Van Toll on the 16th of September, 1856, further 
than to state that the matter was placed in my hands, and 
Roberts was arrested, and eventually passed through the Bank- 
ruptcy Court. Mr. Chapman had all the papers in his posses- 
sion, and he refused to lend them to me, or to afford me any 
assistance or information. In consequence, I had no materials 
for instructing counsel to oppose the discharge of Roberts from 
custody, or the granting of his certificate, except the necessarily 
imperfect narrative of Mrs. Van Toll. I feel satisfied, that, if 
Mr. Chapman had given me access to the documents in his 
possession, Mrs. Van Toll’s opposition to Roberts would have 
been successful. 

On the 16th September, Mr. Chapman delivered his signed 
bill of costs to Mrs. Van Toll, and on the 18th October issued 
the writ in the present action. On the 20th December, 1856, 
Mr. Chapman also issued another writ out of the Court of Com- 
mon Pleas against Mrs. Van Toll, for the same cause of action, 
and on the 15th January, 1857, she was served with a copy 
thereof, which she immediately brought to me. Mrs. Van Toll 
then informed me that she had heard that another writ had been 
issued against her by Mr. Chapman, but that she had never 
been applied to, in any manner, by Mr. Chapman for payment 
of the amount sought to be recovered. I thereupon caused search 
to be made, and found that the writ in this action had been 
issued. Appearances were, therefore, entered to both writs, and 
on the 24th January, 1857, the writ in the action by Mrs. Van 
Toll against Mr. Chapman was issued. 

I will not offer any comment upon the above facts beyond 
inviting attention to the fact that Mr. Chapman commenced his 
action against Mrs. Van Toll on the 18th of October, 1856, and 
that the action by Mrs. Van Toll against Mr. Chapman was 
not commenced until the 24th of January, 1857. 

I have endeavoured to state fairly and impartially the true 
facts connected with these two actions, and, having done so, 
would now ask whether Mr. Chapman was right in the course 
he pursued towards his client? Can there be any doubt that 
the matter in dispute between Mrs. Van Toll and Capt. 
Roberts consisted in part, if not wholly, of matters of mere 
account, which could not conveniently be tried by a jury? 
What argument can be wanted to prove this statement, when, 
after the briefs were delivered to counsel, and just as the cause 
was about being called on, Mr. Chapman discovered that it was 
acase more fit to be decided by the Master than by a jury. 
Again, I beg to call attention to Mr. Chapman’s explanation 
when Lord Campbell asked him why he did not apply for an 
order to refer the cause on receipt of Mr. Roberts’ letter in June 
— Because,” said Mr. Chapman, “I did not know of the pro- 
visions of the Act of Parliament ;” and surely ignorance of the 
provisions of the Common Law Procedure Act cannot be any 
excuse if they apply to this case. 4 

Whether Mr. Chapman was right in bringing an action 
against his client for his costs as soon as the law would allow 
him to do so, after overlooking so important a measure, and 





knowing that his client had derived no benefit whatever from 
his services, and even without writing a letter or in any manner 
applying for payment of the amount, I will leave to the judg- 
ment of your readers, as I do not wish to venture an opinion 
upon the -point. It appears to me, however, that a very im- 
portant question arises out of this dispute—viz. What is an 
attorney’s duty towards his client? Is he bound to adopt the 
cheapest and most expeditious proceedings for his benefit, or is 
he at liberty to run his client into costly and useless litigation ? 
It is true that the rules have been made absolute for new trials, 
but the profession have, I consider, misunderstood the real 
points in this case, and I am impressed with the hope that every 
practitioner who reads this letter will feel that this is not a case 
which affects the profession generally, or would establish any 
new principle, but one entirely depending on its own merits. 
Why did not Mr. Chapman go to trial at the assizes? Why 
did he not apply to refer the case? Why did he not oppose the 
repeated applications for time to plead? And why, when the 
cause was just about being called on, did Mr. Chapman consent 
to a reference ? 

I ask your readers to consider these questions with impar- 
tiality, and I have very little doubt as to the conclusion at which 
they will arrive. 

It is proverbial that “one story is good until the other is 
told,” and believing, as I do, that the members of my profession, 
as a body, are too high-minded and honourable to be prejudiced 
either for or against any individual, or to wish to shield even 
one of their own body, if they are convinced that he is in the 
wrong, has induced me to trouble you with this statement of 
facts, in order that the real merits of the case may be properly 
understood, and, also, that it may be seen upon what grounds 
Mrs. Van Toll defended the action brought by Mr. Chapman, 
and under what circumstances she was induced to appeal to a 
jury to compensate her for the heavy and ruinous loss she had 
sustained.—I am, Sir, your most obedient servant, 

Henry Dry, Attorney for Mrs. Van Toll. 

8, Great Knightrider-street, Doctors’-commons. 





UNIVERSITY MEN WHO BECOME SOLICITORS. 
To the Editor of Tue Sotscrrors’ JournaAL & Reporter. 

Sir,—With reference to an extract from the Law Review, 
contained in your impression of the 14th inst., I beg to remind 
you that “University men” not only “should,” but, in nume- 
rous instances, do “ become solicitors.” If example be thought 
better than precept, I could name half a dozen university men, 
including class men, admitted as solicitors within the last few 
years.—I am, Sir, yours, obediently, 


London, Nov. 18. IGNotvs. 





ACKNOWLEDGMENT BY MARRIED WOMEN. 


To the Editor of Tue Soutcrrors’ Journar & Reporrer. 

Str,—I have read the letter of a Perpetual Commissioner in 
your Journal, and beg to observe that I have been a Perpetual 
Commissioner for fifteen years, and have during that period 
taken a great number of acknowledgments; and whenever I 
have made the usual affidavit, I have always been paid my fee 
of 6s. 8d. for so doing. I would not make it without. I see no 
fun in working for nothing in these days, when the order of 
every session of Parliament seems to be, ‘‘ Cut down the solici- 
tors’ fees.” 

Mr. Ball says “that the solicitor now feels it a duty which 
he owes to his client to apply to the county court judge to 
receive the acknowledgment, in preference to the perpetual com- 
missioners.” 

The solicitors in this part of the country never think of such 
a thing, as they would be very sorry to impose on the judge and 
his registrar business for the performance of which they are not 
paid.—I am, Sir, very truly yours, 

Paradise, South Molton. 


ACKNOWLEDGMENTS BY MARRIED WOMEN. 
To the Editor of Tu Soxicrrors’ Journau & Reporter. 


Str,—In your number for Nov. 7, a letter appears from Mr. 
Edwin Ball as to the late Act of Parliament which permits 
county court judges to take acknowledgments, and calls it a 
“ gross job,” and adds, that the Government thus “ undersell the 
Perpetual Commissioners,” in allusion to the fee paid to the 
county court judge being only £1, while the commissioners’ 
fees are 1/. 6s, 8d. Now, I think this strong language is not 
called for, and that Mr, Ball has formed a very erroneous im- 


J.T. SHAPLAND. 
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pression on the subject; and I much regret that you have 
allowed his letter, in such form, to appear in your columns ; for 
while it is your province strenuously to support solicitors in 
their just rights, and to expose all jobbery, you should be very 
cautious as to the language used (which I believe you intend to 
be), and look well, before complaining, if there be any real cause 
of complaint. 

The public good must always be considered before the private 
interests of any class; and I never looked upon the Act of Par- 
liament referred to as an attack upon perpetual commissioners, 
but merely as a relief much wanted by the public in country 
districts, where a county court judge is much more accessible 
than two perpetual commissioners. Take an instance that oc- 
curred to myself before the Act of Parliament referred to was 
passed. I was summoned, with a co-commissioner, to travel 
fifteen miles to take the acknowledgment of a lady who was 
infirm, and could not conveniently come to us, and we received 
our travelling expenses and three guineas each; but I have no 
doubt the next acknowledgment that lady has to make will be 
before the county court judge when he visits her district, or, as 
the saying is, when “justice is brought to her door.” 

I differ from the writer on another point, when he says, ‘ The 
solicitor feels it is a duty which he owes to his client to apply to 
the county court judge in preference to the perpetual commis- 
sioner.” I feel no such duty (though there would be a saving 
of 6s. 8d. in the fee paid); but, on the contrary, feel it a duty 
to my client to avoid the county court judge, and for this 
reason—the fee of 20s. is paid to the Government and not to the 
judge. The judge, therefore, already overworked, does not put 
himself out of the way to obtain more work by being very 
accommodating to me, even though a lady is in the question ; 
but allows me to wait for some convenient opportunity for him 
to take the acknowledgment, on the ground that the regular 
appointed business of the day should not be interfered with by 
any unexpected interloper (I am speaking now of the respected 
county court judge of this town)—and what solicitor would 
willingly allow a lady to sit an hour or more in a county court, 
and hear many of the cases there brought forward—to say 
nothing of the perjury ; or what client would expect a solicitor 
to save him 6s. 8d. at the cost of more than an hour's time? 
Add to this, that the acknowledgment before the commissioners 
is much more private, and the lady’s convenience as to time 
always consulted.—Yours, &c., 

Nov. 17, 1857. A Perreruat CosmMissIoner. 


>. 


BR eviews. 


The English Constitution in the Reign of Charles II. By 
AnprEw Amos, Esq., Downing Professor of Law in the 
University of Cambridge, and late Member of the Supreme 
Council of India. Stevens & Norton. 1857. 


When we consider the extent and importance of the part 
played by the history of English law in the general history of 
the nation, we cannot say that our literature is particularly rich 
in that department. Mr. Hallam and Sir Francis Palgrave, no 
doubt, enjoy and deserve the very highest reputation; but, sin- 
gularly enough, neither of them ever followed the law as a pro- 
fession. Madox’s most learned book is little more than a 
classified digest of records. The first volume of Mr. Spence’s 
work has great interest and learning, but its objects are rather 
narrow ; and Reeve’s History stops short at the point which is 
perhaps the most interesting of all to those who would wish to 
study law and politics in their connection with each other. 
These names nearly exhaust the list of writers on this great 
subject ; but Mr. Amos has certainly some claims to a place in 
it. As our readers are aware, he was one of the Criminal Law 
Commissioners ; he was afterwards Legal Member of Council in 
India; he has been for the last nine or ten years professor of 
English law at Cambridge, and he is the author of several works 
on historico-legal subjects. A man with sueh claims to atten- 
tion has no doubt a right to be heard ; and it must always be a 
subject of regret that the claims arising from his position are not 
by any means adequately backed by claims of a higher 
character. Whatever he may be in other relations of life, it is 
quite impossible to speak highly of Mr. Amos as an author. 
His writings give one the impression that he keeps a common- 
place book, in which he notes down all the grotesque and pic- 
turesque stories or scenes which strike his fancy in reading a 
variety of common books, especially the State Trials, and that, 
when the note-book is full, he divides it into equal parts, which 
are to serve as chapters, and publishes it without further prepa- 











ration. His peculiarities in this respect are nowhere so promi- 
nent as in the legal examinations over which he presides at 
Cambridge. Anything more indescribably absurd than the 
papers which proceed from his pen, and are stereotyped in 
successive Cambridge Calendars, it would be impossible to 
imagine. For example, in the Calendar for 1855, we find the 
following amongst other flowers :—‘‘ What are the latest reigns 
in which the following punishments respectively have been in 
force in England? Boiling alive, burning alive, disembowelling 
alive, pressing to death, taking out the eyes, cutting out the 
tongue,” &e. &c. &e. 
* De vitis hominum— 
De vitaque viri nulla est cunctatio longa.” 

“What is the line in Juvenal which Lord Coke made the 
above ineffectual attempts to recollect ? ” 

What could be the use of knowing how to answer the first of 
these questions, and what has the second, which if anything is 
even more trivial, got todo with law? The power of eating 
sawdust without butter was stated by an eminent barrister to be 
a condition precedent to success at the bar. Mr. Amos butters 
his sawdust, but we do not think he improves it. 

The scheme of the book before us is characteristic. Some- 
how or other the author appears to have got. together a 
variety of odds and ends about the reign of Charles IL, and, in 
order to make them into a book, he prints at the beginning of 
his work a passage from Blackstone to the effect that the theory 
of the English constitution was perfected in that reign, though 
the practices of Government were grossly illegal; and he pro- 
ceeds to refute this by setting forth a number of defects in the 
constitution te the Sovereign, the Parliament, the 
Established Church, liberty of conscience, the liberty of the per- 
son, the liberty of property, the liberty of the press, and to pro- 
cedure in prosecutions for State offences. Upon each of these 
subjects he tells a variety of gossiping stories—many of them as 
stale as Joe Miller’s jokes, and quite unconnected by any serious 
or careful study of the matters to which they relate. Apropos, 
for example, of forfeiture for suicide—a curious subject—he 
gives us a rigmarole story out of Pepys’,.Diary about “my 
cousin Kate Joyce,” and her husband’s drowning. himself; setting 
forth how Kate Joyce cared more for her money than her hus- 
band—how Dr. Stillingfleet made a foolish observation—how 
Papist confessors are more secret than Protestant divines—and 
how Charles II. and the Duke of York behaved good-naturedly. 
This is but one specimen out of a great number of the same 
kind, and it is obvious that any one who writes books on this 
principle may not only be prolific to an altogether unlimited 
extent, but may cast an air of ridicule over the gravest 
subjects. 

Wide as the scope of Mr. Amos’s book is, it is difficult to find 
in it anything that can really interest persons possessed of an 
ordinary amount of knowledge on the subjects to which it refers. 
Its learning is either merely grotesque or else is contained in the 
most elementary books. We did not, for example, want. Mr. 
Amos to tell us that the writ of habeas corpus is older than the 
Act of Charles II., nor that that Act supplied many practical 
defects which left loopholes for cruel acts of oppression ; nor will, 
any one care to know, that, in the winter of 1664, the Earl of 
Bristol went into Wimbledon Church, and publicly declared 
himself a Protestant. Taking the chapters of the book seriatim, we 
think that the first, which relates to the Sovereign, is almost en- 
tirely worthless. It informs us, however, that Charles IT. some- 
times did Admiralty business in person. The chapter about Par- 
liament has an observation about supply, which, though buried in 
a sea of twaddle, may be useful. Mr. Amos points out the sys- 
tem of appropriating public money to specific purposes is ancient, 
but he intimates, though he forgets to prove, that Parliament 
first investigated public accounts under Charles II. The chap- 
ter about the Established Church contains the surprising in- 
formation, that various tests of conformity were established 
during Charles’s reign. That on Liberty of Conscience has 
some standard stories out of the State Trials about - Oates, 
Bedloe, and Penn, and it is also remarkable for a reprint of so 
scarce a document as Locke’s summary of his views upon tole- 
ration. Upon the Liberty of the Person, we learn from the 
Downing Professor that Colonel Hutchinson was imprisoned in 
Sandoway Castle, which was very damp; that Withers wrote 
some rather pretty lines of poetry in prison; and that one 
Jenkes was examined by the Privy Council, and committed to 
prison for proposing to petition for a Parliament. Jenkes’s 
case is curious and interesting, but Mr. Amos characteristically 
forgets to tell us where he found it. This chapter also contains 
an extract of some interest, from Sir Josiah Child’s works, as to 
the working of the law of pauper removals in his day. The chapter 
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on the Liberty of Property contains the story of Kate Joyce, to 
which we have already referred ; but we may also observe, that it 
shows, that, if a competent person would give his mind to the 
subject, he might bring to light much very curious and in- 
structive information about the social results of the old feudal 
theories of real property. Few things can have effected a greater 
change in the whole face of English society than the progressive 
recognition of the principle—still inadequately embodied with 
the rest of the law—that land is an article of commerce. Any 
one who is at all acquainted with the original sources of early 
English history will admit that the ancient conception of land- 
owning was quite different from that which prevails in the 
present day. The value of an estate now consists almost ex- 
clusively in the rental. It then depended partly on the fran- 
chises, which form so extensive a title in all old law books, but 
far more on the personal influence which his position conferred 
on the landowner. To hold a large number of manors with 
tenants, who themselves owed military service to their superior 
lord, might give a man, very poor in point of money income, 
far greater importance than the possession of mere mercantile 
wealth; and it is most desirable to bear in mind the fact, that, 
when we speak or think of large feudal estates, we are in fact 
speaking not so much of properties as of offices. This observa- 
tion throws a new and curious light on much of the old learning 
about forfeitures, and makes many rules appear reasonable 
which at first sight are absurd enough. Thus, for example, it 
looks—and in the present day it actually would be—most un- 
just to confiscate a man’s estate, and utterly ruin his family, 
becanse he himself has committed treason or murder; but if 
society was so constituted that landed proprietors were looked 
upon as being, in a certain sense, the governors of the district 
over which their seigniory extended, the rule would become 
intelligible enough. Forfeiture for treason was only one form 
of the universal practice of turning a man out of an important 
office for which he is obviously and scandalously unfit. Such 
are the sort of reflections which we should have wished to have 
seen in the pages of a legal historian; but Mr. Amos passes 
them over entirely sub silentio, because he has got a rather odd 
story to tell about Kate Joyce and her doings. We may also 
notice, with regret that it should not be better done, a 
reference to the forest laws, which appear to have been 
enforced, to a certain extent, by Charles II, on at least 
one occasion during his reign. In 1685, the Earl of Oxford 
held what was called a “justice seat,” in which all the 
forests south of Trent were visited with the forms of an ordinary 
circuit. A man who really studied the connection between law 
and history would not have contented himself with putting in 
his thumb and picking out plumbs from Roger North upon this 
most remarkable incident. He would have shown us what 
were the constitutional bearings and results of the enormous 
landed property and vast territorial rights of the Crown. It is 
hardly too much to say, that few things have contributed more 
extensively to the wide-spread ignorance and misconceptions 
which prevail as to the character of the middle-age sovereignty, 
and as to the real nature of the struggle between the Stuarts and 
their subjects, than the neglect of these considerations. It matters 
nothing to any human being to know what fees King’s Counsel 
may have made on the circuit and justice-seat; but it would be 
most important and curious to trace the connection between the 
management of the royal forests and the general character of the 
executive Government of England. The chapter on the Liberty 
of the Press is simply foolish. That on the Procedure for State 
Offences, which concludes the book, is, for the most part, made 
up of well-known and often-quoted instances of the brutality and 
corruption of the judges under the later Stuarts, but it contains 
one small point which is, perhaps, less generally known than it 
might be. It points out the fact, that our present rules of evidence 
are very modern, and that few of them are older than the Revo- 
lution. 

If the composition of the book has amused the author, it has, 
we think, fulfilled the only purpose for which it is adapted. 


+ 
Juridical Society. 

This Society held its first meeting after the long vacation on 
the evening of Monday, the 9th inst., the Hon. Baron Bram- 
WELL in the chair, when a paper by Mr. J. M. Lupiow, on 
“The Mercantile Notion of ‘The Firm,’ and the need of its 

Recognition,” was read. The learned writer commenced 
by referring to the services which the late Mr. Cory had ren- 


dered to the profession by his work on “ Accounts,” and con- 
tinued as follows:—Nothing, as Mr. Cory points out, can be 





simpler than the mercantile idea of the partnership as it comes 
out in commercial book-keeping. There is an ideal person 
called a “firm,” for whom the individual partners are agents at 
once and sureties. The accounts of the partnership are always 
those of the firm itself, never of the partners; the firm is 
always, as a firm, exactly solvent through the guarantee of the 
partners, All property brought into the joint trade belongs to 
the firm itself, and not to the partner who brings it in. The 
firm alone contracts in all transactions. On the other hand, 
every partner is an acting and all-efficient officer, the visible 
representative of the unseen firm—able, as to third parties, not 
only to dispose of all the effects of the firm, but also to bind it 
by his act and deed in all partnership transactions ; his agency 
being unlimited as his guarantee. It is simply as an agent that 
each partner contracts on behalf of the firm, and binds it. He 
is not directly responsible to the party with whom the engage~ 
ment is entered into; that party looks to the firm, behind which 
he stands as surety. The partner’s agency, like any other, 
ceases by his death, without the existence of his firm being in 
anywise impaired by it; and the partnership may be carried on 
by the surviving partners on paying to the representatives of 
the deceased the sum standing to his credit in the books of the 
firm, assuming them to have been carefully made up. This 
simple and consistent system—whatever be its origin—shadowed 
forth by the philosophic instincts of old Greece, certainly 
brought out into clearness and shape by the sharp wits of Italian 
merchants in the middle ages, has more or less force of law in 
every civilised country. There is more or less recognition of 
that ideal personage, the firm; of the relation of the partners to- 
wards it as that of agent and principal, surety and debtor; of 
the signature of the firm as establishing the validity of con- 
tracts, sometimes of the conclusiveness of partnership accounts, 
generally of the power of the firm to sue and be sued as such in 
courts of justice. Strange to say, however, in no country has 
this idea found such difficulty in obtaining legal reality as 
amongst the nation boutiquiére of which we are members; no- 
where has it had to fight such battles step by step with stiff old 
feudal notions; however absurdly inapplicable in practice, no- 
where has it been obliged to take such roundabout ways of 
attaining its ends; nowhere is it yet so far from having com- 
pletely reached them. Let us take a few instances of confusions 
which have resulted from the struggle :— 

1. Interest of Partners in the Stock—The mercantile view 
presents here absolutely no difficulties. The firm is the only 
real owner of the partnership stock, the only person having any 
actual interest in it. The partners, its general agents, have no 
interest in the stock: they have only powers. But the common 
law could not recognise the personality of the firm. The only 
ideal persons it knows of are corporations, The Crown alone, it 
holds, can create corporations, though that power may some- 
times be delegated, and sometimes the existence of such ideal 
persons may be recognised, without its being very clear how 
they grew up; but to admit that Jack and Tom, by clubbing 
together £10 each, can make a person called a firm, is more than 
any common law imagination could reach to. In fact, it would 
be a contempt of the royal prerogative. What was to be done? 
Those obstinate persons called traders, at first Lombards and 
Jews, would enter into this kind of joint trade, which they 
called partnership—would regulate it according to their own 
notions, and not according to the perfection of wisdom; and it 
was not the policy of this country to put them down altogether. 
How, then, was law to be administered towards men who per- 
sisted in making law for themselves? How were their fantastic 
notions to be translated into the Queen’s legal English? I sus- 
pect that common lawyers made the attempt with only half a 
will, cherishing secretly the hope that Jews and Lombards, with 
their commercial notions, would some day be expelled the 
realm. At any rate they succeeded very ill in what they did 
attempt. Not recognising the firm, they consequently could not 
recognise its ownership of the partnership stock. They had, 
therefore, to recognise an actual interest in the partners. This 
was very oddly defined. 

Of the various modes in which property could be held with- 
out division by more than one owner, joint tenancy is ex- 
pressly distinguished by the common law through this charac- 
teristic—that, on the death of one of the joint owners, the whole 
of the object owned passes to the survivor. The nature of the 
joint tenancy is, says Littleton, ‘‘ that*he which surviveth shall 
have only the entire tenancy.” “Joint tenants have a sole 
quality of survivorship,” says Lord Coke, “whieh copar- 
ceners have not.” Yet the legal definition of the partner's inter- 
est is, that it is a joint tenancy without benefit of survivorship 
as between the partners themeelves but with survivorship in 
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regard to third persons who may sue or be sued by the survivor. 
Could not one almost fancy such a definition to have been intro- 
duced in a moment of grim fun by some crabbed legal sage, for 
the sole purpose of puzzling the brains of the Lombard mer- 
chants? for it follows clearly from what we have seen above, 
that a joint tenancy without benefit of survivorship is about as 
rational an expression as a round square, or a dark light. 
Absurd or not, however, this is the legal view of the partnership 
interest. Sir E. Coke says of two joint merchants or partners, 
“the wares, merchandises, debts, or duties that they have as 
joint merchants or partners shall not survive, but shall go to 
the executors of him that deceaseth ”—very loose wording, to 
say the least, on the part of such an authority; since it would 
imply literally that the executors of the deceased partner took 
the whole, to the prejudice of the surviving one. And it has 
been held in a late case, that the title to partnership chattels 
does not survive; and that a surviving partner cannot mortgage 
a deceased partner’s share for the purpose of carrying on the 
trade. But now, after the common law has spoken of the 
partner’s interest in the stock as a joint tenancy without benefit 
of survivorship, equity is found running upon an exactly oppo- 
site tack, and dealing with it as a tenancy in common. It does 
this so positively, that, according to a well-known rule, wherever 
property is left to two jointly for the purpose of a trade, 
and is so dealt with accordingly, this is held actually to sever 
the joint tenancy, as it is termed, unless there be something in 
the will to preserve it. Where a will bequeaths leaseholds and 
personalty in terms clearly amounting to joint tenancy, such a 
severance was presumed from the fact of the parties dealing 
with it as partners, and that from the time of their entering 
into possession; and although, according to these views, land 
intended for partnership purposes is equally conveyed to partners 
as tenants in common, still, as in the case of a will, so in that 
of a purchase, the mere circumstance of partnership is sufficient 
to draw the same consequence, whatsoever be the form of the 
conveyance. In the case of a joint lease taken or a fee pur- 
chased to carry on the joint trade, ‘the Court,” to use Lord 
Thurlow’s words, “ will convert the joint property for the pur- 
poses of trade and making a common advantage.” So that, 
putting these various rules of law together, we come to the 
curious conclusion that the interest of the partners in the stock 
is a joint tenancy, without benefit of survivorship, which is 
severed from the time of their entering into possession: in other 
words, a thing contradictory in itself, which is born and dies 
with a breath. In attempting to give to a class of working 
men some notion of our English law of partnership, I had to 
come across this branch of it, and to dismiss it in these terms :— 

“T shall be able to tell you something of the portions in 
which the partners are deemed to be interested in the stock and 
profits; I shall be able to tell you what becomes of the stock on 
dissolution of the partnership; I shall be able to tell you what 
powers may be exercised over it by the partners during the 
partnership or its winding up; but what the nature of their in- 
terest is I cannot tell you, for I really do not know.” 

2. Powers of the Partners over the Assets.—How perfectly in- 
consistent the legally recognised powers of the partners over the 
stock are with any legal statement of their interest in it, is suf- 
ficiently shown by a single example. Neither joint tenants nor 
tenants in common have any power to dispose of more than 
their own individual share of the thing held in fellow-ownership. 
But when we look to those anomalous forms of commercial 
fellow-ownership called partnerships, we find each partner in- 
vested with a sole power of disposing of or pledging the partner- 
ship assets, so far at least as they do not consist of land. Nothing 
simpler, if with the trader you consider the partnership property 
as that of a single owner—the firm, and each of the partners as 
being a joint and several agent or attorney for that owner. But 
nothing more exceptional, if you attempt to refer the act to the 
exercise of any recognised form of fellow-ownership, 

In order, therefore, to explain the exercise of these anomalous 
powers of partnership, the law is driven to borrow an idea from 
a different sphere from that of the rights of property—that of 
the partnership agency ; the nearest approach which it could 
make to the mercantile idea of the agency of the partners for 
the firm was to consider them as agents each for the other of 
them, ‘The general principle which governs all partnership in 
trade,” it has been said, is this—‘ that each partner constitutes 
the others his agents for the purpose of entering into all con- 
tracts for him within the scope of the partnership concern.” 

8. Partnership dealing with Land.—The full and frank recogni- 
tion of this mutual agency of partners, to its utmost possible 
extent, even without a legal recognition of the firm, would have 
gone far to cure many of the practical difticulties of partnership. 





For instance, if one partner, as agent for the other, has power to 
pledge or dispose of the personal property of the partnership, 
there seemed no reason why he should not equally have power, 
as such agent, to pledge or dispose of its real property. Had 
this been the case—had land, once brought into partnership, 
been wholly assimilated to other partnership stock, for the pur- 
poses of the partnership, an immense impetus would have been 
given to commercial enterprise, and a whole head of most per- 
plexing and much litigated law would have been absent from 
our treatises. 

But here the common law took its stand. As soon as the 
land was in question, it immediately threw aside the idea of the 
partnership agency, and betook itself to the consideration of the 
partner’s interest in the land; neither joint owner nor tenant in 
common could dispose of the whole of the real or personal estate 
held jointly or in common. Therefore, the partner might dispose 
of the whole of the personalty, and of his share only of the 
realty. 

The paper then proceeded to discuss, at length, the state of 
our law, as regards the incapacity of one partner to bind others 
by deed; the equitable doctrines as to land brought into part- 
nership ; the remedies on partnership contracts for or against 
strangers; the remedies as between partners themselves; pro- 
ceedings by partnerships in bankruptcy ; and the bankruptcy of 
partners. On the last-mentioned subject, the paper, having 
stated the rule of the Court of Bankruptcy, which distributes 
the separate estate amongst the separate creditors, and the joint 
estate amongst the joint creditors, continued— 

This rule was not admitted without difficulty, and its anoma- 
lous character is obvious, when it is compared with the legal 
doctrines of partnership liability. The law makes each partner 
liable for all the debts of the firm, and allows the creditor 
execution against his separate estate. But in bankruptcy, his 
position is wholly changed. The day before, the joint creditors 
might have levied on execution the whole twenty shillings in 
the pound of their debts, out of the joint and separate property ; 
but now they must be content with a dividend, while the private 
creditors are paid in full. When there is no property—no sol- 
vent partner—the joint creditors are entitled to prove against 
the separate estate, but the least amount of joint property with- 
holds from them this benefit. A joint estate of £13, which 
must be swallowed up in costs, has been held sufficient to pre- 
clude them, until all the separate creditors had been paid in full. 

But what are the consequences, as between partners them- 
selves, when a separate adjudication takes place, for the time 
being, against one only? By s. 140 of the Bankruptcy Con- 
solidation Act, joint creditors are entitled to prove, for the pur- 
pose only of voting in the choice of assignees, and of being heard 
against the allowance of the bankrupt’s certificate, but are not 
to receive dividends out of the separate estate until all the separate 
creditors are paid in fall. The result is, that, so long as the joint 
creditors see any chance of recovering their debts against any 
other partners, they will never take any trouble to move in the 
separate bankruptcy. The separate adjudication secures at once 
to the bankrupt a quasi limited liability against his trade de- 
mands. This could not take place if the principles of mercantile 
accounts were admitted—if the claim of the tirm as a creditor 
against the separate estate of the partners were capable of proof. 

[Mr. T. C. Swanston, jun., Mr. Fort, Mr. Darnborough, Mr. 
Cunningham Glen, and Mr. Henry Young were elected mem- 
bers of the Society. ] 





The next meeting will be held on Monday, the 23rd instant, 
at 8 o'clock p.m., The Hon. Vice-Chancellor Sir John Stuart, 
President of the Society, in the Chair—when Patrick 
MacCuompatcu (Corquioun), LL.D., will read a paper 
on “Traces of the Roman Law in the Barbaric Codes.” 


+--+ 
Questions at the 


MICHAELMAS TERM, 1857. 
I, PReLOMuNaryY. 

1, Where, and with whom, did you serve your clerkship ? 

2. State the particular branch or branches of the law to which 
you have principally applied yourself during your clerkship. 

3. Mention some of the principal law books which you have 
read and studied. 

4. Have vou attended any, and what, law lectures ? 

II. Common AND Stature LAw anv Practice OF THE 
Courts. 
5. State some of the principal Acts of Parliament affecting 
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the common law which have been passed during the last five 
ears. 
. 6. State the nature and requisites of a contract not under seal. 

7. State some of the maxims by which contracts are ex- 
pounded. 

8. What will constitute a partnership with regard to third 
parties ? 

9. What is the meaning of stoppage in transitu, and what is 
the point to be considered with reference to the exercise of such 
right ? ; 

10. What is necessary in order to enable a person to set off a 
debt against another sought to be recovered ? 

11. What course should you adopt in order to be able to pro- 
ceed with your action, where personal service of the writ of 
summons cannot be effected ? 

12. In what cases may the writ contain a special indorsement 
of the plaintiff’s claim? 

13. What is the effect of a special indorsement in the event 
of no appearance being entered on the part of a defendant ? 

14. What is necessary to constitute a good plea of tender, 
and how may such tender be avoided ? 

15. Within what time must a motion be made for a new 
trial, where a cause has been tried at the assizes ? 

16. What must be done in order that a judgment of the 
superior courts may be made to affect the lands or tenements of 
the judgment debtor, and how often must the operation be 
renewed ? 

17. What will preclude a person from making an application 
to set aside process for irregularity ? 

18. A creditor, having obtained a judgment against a debtor, 
dies. What is required to be done by his executor, in order 
that he may be in a position to attach a debt due to the judg- 
ment debtor, with a view to satisfy the judgment recovered by 
his testator ? 

19. Does the Statute of Limitations apply where a debtor was 
abroad when the cause of action accrued, and who has not re- 
turned to this country, and if not, within what time may the 
action be commenced ? 

III. ConvEYANOING. 

20. Whois the proper party to present to a vacant benefice, the 
mortgagor or mortgagee of the advowson? Have you any 
reason for your opinion ? 

21. State the principal provisions of the Settled Estates Act, 
19 & 20 Vict. c. 120. 

22. What is necessary to effect an exchange of lands under 
the General Inclosure Act ? 

23. Who are the proper parties to assign a lease of a deceased 
testator, who bequeathed it specifically, and why ? 

24. A. devises his farm at B. to C. without any words of 
limitation—what estate would C. take if the testator died in 
1801; what if he died in 1857; and why? 

25. What are the duties of the solicitor in comparing an 
abstract of title with the deeds, &c. ? 

26. Can a married woman dispose of a reversionary interest 
in a sum of money; and has the law as to this been changed, 
and in what respects ? 

27. A. dies intestate, and without issue, leaving a widow, 
mother, and brothers—what interest do they take in his real, 
and what in his personal estate? 

28. Can the omission by a lessee to perform a covenant to 
insure, to repair, or pay rent, be cured, and how ? 

29. What is the object of taking assignments of outstanding 
terms? Is it ever desirable to do so now, and why ? 

30. In what case prior to 8 & 9 Vict. c. 106, was a feoffment 
necessary, and why ? 

31. Is it necessary to register wills relating to property in a 
register county? And state the reasons why it is, or is not, 
necessary. 

32. A copyholder dies, having devised all his estates to B., 
with power to trustees to sell the copyholds. The trustees sell 
at once. By what instrument should they convey the copy- 
holds, and what fine will be due to the lord, and by whom paid ? 

33. Is the assignee of a lease ever, and. when, liable as between 
him and the lessor, to the rent and covenants ? 

34, What is the protector of a settlement, what the origin of 
the office, and what his powers? 

IV. Equrry aAnp Practice or THE CourtTs.; 

35. Define the technical meaning of equity as contradistin- 
guished from its general or ordinary meaning. 

36. State the origin of the equitable jurisdiction of the Court 
of Chancery. 

37. Before the jurisdiction of the Court was settled, what 





were the limits placed to its power? Mention some of the cases 
from the Year Books in which its interposition was applied for, 
by way of illustration. 

38. Could a judgment obtained by fraud at common law be 
then set aside in equity? How was this settled in 1616, and 
by whom, and on what occasion ? 

39. Who were the distinguished chancellors who subsequently 
reduced the system into order, and to whom above all is the 
greatest share of merit ascribed in this respect ? 

40. The modern system of equity established—state in what 
respect the maxim “ Aiquitas sequitur legem ” is the rule, with 
any, and what, exception. 

41. In what cases has equity jurisdiction, exclusive of the 
common law? 

42. In what cases has it concurrent jurisdiction ? 

43. In what cases is it auxiliary to the common law? 

44, And with what latitude does equity construe statute law ? 

45. What is the distinction between the judicial and the ad- 
ministrative jurisdiction of the court? Name the officers who 
preside over each branch. 

46. Of what courts are the appellate jurisdiction composed ? 
Set forth the various steps from the first decree of a Vice-Chan- 
cellor to the highest court of appeal in the realm. 

47. How and when did the House of Lords gain the power 
of sitting as the highest court of appeal ? 

48. Describe the mode of instituting a suit, suppose—for the 
specific performance of a contract for the sale of real estate— 
and the process, step by step, down to the final decree, and the 
mode in which it is to be enforced. 

N.B.—You are expected to answer with particularity. 

49. Can a court of equity permit the tenant for life of an 
estate who is impeachable for waste to commit waste; and will 
it permit a tenant, whether so impeachable or not, to grant a 
lease for a longer period than twenty-one years, or the life of 
such tenant? If so, state under what circumstances, and by 
what authority, it has such power. 

V. Bankruptcy AND PRAcTICE oF THE CouRTs. 

50. Enumerate the different acts of bankruptcy. 

51, In what cases may articles of merchandise be sold with- 
out subjecting the vendor to the bankrupt laws ? 

52, What are the acts of bankruptcy which a trader may 
voluntarily commit, and what the acts which he may be com- 
pelled to commit ? 

53. After what lapse of time from an act of bankruptcy 
committed does a trader cease to be liable to be made a bank- 
rupt on that act of bankruptcy ? 

54. What are the requisites to support a petition by a creditor 
for an adjudication in bankruptcy ? 

55. What is the course of proceeding to obtain adjudication 
against a joint-stock company ? 

56. What is the consequence of a person becoming bankrupt 
a second time? 

57. In what respect does a debt upon which an adjudication 
will be supported differ from a debt which may be proved under 
the bankruptcy ? 

58. How does the debt of a petitioning creditor differ from a 
debt proveable under the adjudication ? 

59. What is the rule as to proof by separate creditors under 
a joint adjudication, and vice versa? 

60. Is a surety for the bankrupt entitled to prove under the 
adjudication in any, and what cases ? 

61. How are creditors’ assignees chosen ? 

62. In what manner, and at what time, does the estate of a 
bankrupt become vested in his assignees ? 

63. Is there any, and what, property in the bankrupt’s pos- 
session or control at the time of his bankruptcy which will not 
pass to his assignees ? 

64. If a trader make an assignment of a policy of assurance 
on his life, would you give notice of such an assignment? And 
if so, to whom, and for what reason? 

VI. Crrmmnat LAw AND PROCEEDINGS BEFORE MAGISTRATES, 

65. Name the several courts in England having jurisdiction 
in criminal matters, and state in which of them this jurisdiction 
is limited, and to what extent. 

66. Detail the several steps to be taken in a criminal pro- 
secution, from the caption of the accused by the police, to his 
sentence ; and supposing the d tp be an alien, what is his 
privilege as regards the jury upon his trial? 

67. What is high treason? and give some instances of the 
offence. 

68. Name the several crimes comprehended in the term 
“ homicide,” and give a definition of each of such crimes. 
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69. In an indictment for murder, is it necessary to describe 
the instrument with which, and the manner in which, the mur- 
der was committed ? 

70. Distinguish the punishment attaching to the several 
kinds of homicide which are punishable. 

71, Define the crime of burglary, and state what evidence is 
necessary to support an indictment for that offence. 

72. What is meant by breaking and entering a building 
within the curtilage of a dwelling-house ? 

78. Define the offence of forgery and uttering forged docu- 
ments, 

74. Define the offence of embezzlement, and give an instance 
distinguishing the offence from common larceny. 

75. What are the essential proofs to sustain an indictment 
for receiving stolen goods ? 

' 76. Define the offence of perjury. Is it a felony or a misde- 
meanor? And by how many witnesses must the offence be 
proved ? 

77. Upon an indictment for obtaining money or goods by 
false pretences, what is the nature of the false representation 
that must be proved? and give an instance. 

78. State shortly the several provisions of the statute 20 & 21 
Vict. c. 54, for making better provision for the punishment of 
frauds by trustees and others. 

79. What is a criminal information? And state by what 
court, and under what circumstances, leave is given to file the 
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Court Papers. 


Chancery Orver. Nov. 17, 1857. 


Whereas, from the present state of the business before the Lord Chan- 
cellor and the Master of the Rolls respectively, it is expedient that a 
portion of the Causes set down before the Lord Chancellor to be heard 
before the Vice-Chancellor Sir Wm. Page Wood, and a portion of the 
Causes set down to be heard before the Master of the Rolls, should be 
respectively transferred to the Book of Causes to be heard before the Vice- 
Chancellor Sir John Stuart: Now, we do hereby order, that the several 
Causes set forth in the First Schedule, hereunto subjoined, be accordingly 
transferred from the Book of Causes of the Master of the Rolls to that of 
the Vice-Chancellor Sir John Stuart: And we do further order, that the 
Causes so to be transferred (although the bills in such Causes may have 
been marked for the Master of the Rolls under the Orders of Court of the 
Sth day of May, 1837, and notwithstanding any Orders therein made by 
the Master of the Rolls) shall hereafter be considered and taken as Causes 
originally marked for the Lord Chancellor, and be subject to the same 
regulations as all Causes marked for the Lord Chancellor are subject to 
under the same Orders: Provided nevertheless, that no Order made by the 
Master of the Rolls in any such Causes shall be varied or reversed other- 
wise than by the Lord Chancellor or the Lords Justices: And I, the Lord 
Chancellor, do hereby order, that the several Causes set forth in the 
Second Schedule, hereunto subjoined, be transferred from the Book of 
Causes standing for hearing before the Vice-Chancellor Sir Wm. Page 
Wood to the Book of Causes for hearing before the Vice-Chancellor Sir 
John Stuart: And this Order is to be drawn up by the Registrar, and set 
up in the several offices of this Court. Cranworrts, C. 


Joun Romitty, M.R. 
FIRST SCHEDULE. 


From THE Master OF THE Roits’ Boor. 


Crosher v. Willey (Mtn. for decree) | Ridgway v. Newstead (do.) 
Bigg v. Strong (Cause) Jenkins v. Homfray (do,) 








Macdonald v. Richardson (Motion 
for decree) 

Carrington v. Younghusband (Cause) 

Blackford v. Blackford (Mtn. for dec.) 

Morley v. Morley (do.) 

Britton v. Mars (Cause) 

Campbell v. Vandervell (do.) 

Tucker v. Loveridge (Mtn. for dec.) 

Annandale v, Beckwith (do.) 





Talbot v. Stephenson (Cause) 

Richardson v. Martin (Motion for 
decree) 

Heap v. Heap (do.) 

Hardwicke v. Hardwicke (do.) 

Coates v. Saunders (Cause) 

Lace v. Lee (do.) 

Neighbour v. Brown (Mtn. for dec.) 

Edmonds v. Smith (Cause) 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From THE VicE-CHANCELLOR Woop’s Book. 


Manchee v. Kay (Mtn. for dec.) 

Meats v. Bell (do,) 

Horsfall v, Garnett (Cause) 

Davies v. Dimsdale (Mtn. for dec.) 

Garsden v. Dugdale (do.) 

Lord Ongley v. Lindsell (do.) 

Prole v, Soady (do.) 

Carrington v. Carrington (do.) 

Ernest v. Cutts (Cause, pro confesso) 

The Off. Man. of the Atheneum Life 
Assurance Soc. v, Bartlett (Cause) 





Ditto v. Pooley (do.) 

Wythes v. Labouchere (do.) 
Burrell v. Moffatt (Mtn. for dec.) 
Perkins v. Owen (Cause) 
Mumford v, King (Mtn. for dec.) 
Mitchell v. Barlee (Cause) 
Brooksbank », Firth (do.) 
Freme v. Brade (Mtn. for dec.) 
Lloyd v. Attwood (Cause) 
Attwood v, Lloyd (do.) 


Common Pleas. 
NEW CASE,—MicuazLMas TERM, 1857. 
DEMURRER PAPER. 
Sp. Case. In the matter of the Arbitration between R. S. Newall and 


Messrs. Eliot & Glass. 


Crehequer of Pleas. 
NEW CASES.—Micwartmas Texm, 1857. 


For Argument. 


Error. Laing v. Whaley and Another. 
Others. 


Appeal. Lindus v. Melrose and 





SPECIAL PAPER. 
Dem. a and Another, Assignees, &c., v. Northcott and 
Another. 
Sp. Case. Shaw, sen., and Another ». Stenton. 
< Carter and Anothe: v. Hughes. 
NEW TRIAL PAPER. 


Liverpool. Asop v. Yates. 
Priby Council, 
JUDICIAL COMMITTEE—Nov. 1857. 


The Judicial Committee will commence sitting for the dispatch of busi- 
ness on Thursday, the 26th day of November, 1857, at 10.30, a. a. 
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PATENTS. 
Empson’s Patent Prolongation (Manufacture of Buttons, &c.).—To be 
heard on Thursday, Nov. 26, at 10.30, 
—— Patent Prolongation (Manufacture of Wheels, &c.).—To fix 
ing. 
JUDGMENT DEFERRED. 
Soorjemoney Dossee v. Denobundoo Mullick (Bengal). 
ee 
Births, Marriages, ant Deaths. 
BIRTHS. 
BATCHELOR—0n Nov. 12, at Farmwood, Christchurch, Monmouthshire , 
the wife of Mr. George Batchelor, Solicitor, of a daughter. 
CLARKE—On Nov. 17, at the residence of her father-in-law, Mr. Serjeant 
Clarke, 53 Upper Bedford-place, the wife of F. F. Clarke, Esq., of a son. 
RUSSELL—On Noy. 14, at 18 Sumner-place, the wife of W. H. Russell, 
LL.D., of a son, 
MARRIAGES. 
CASTLE—JAMES—On Novy. 12, at Clifton, Boddam Castle, Esq., 0 
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Bristol, Barrister-at-Law, to Catherine Mary, only child of the late 
Samuel James, Esq., of Cotham-hill, Bristol. 
TURNBULL—GILLON—On Nov. 17, at Wallhouse, by the Rev. E. B. 
Field, James Turnbull, Esq., of Hillend, Writer to the Signet, to Mary 
Anne, youngest daughter of the late W. D. Gillon, Esq., of Wallhouse. 


DEATHS. 


AMORY—On Nov. 17, at the residence of John Heathcoat, Esq., M.P., 
Tiverton, Samuel Amory, Esq., of Throgmorton-street, London, aged 74. 

BLATCH—On Nov. 10, at his residence, James Blatch, Esq., Solicitor, 
Billericay, Essex, aged 62, deeply lamented by all who knew him. 

EYRE—On Nov. 12, Edward Eyre, Esq., Solicitor, late of Wood-street, 
Cheapside, aged 36. 

GATLIFF--On Nov. 17, at Richmond, Surrey, after a short illness, North 
Gatliff, Esq, Solicitor, aged 26, third son of the late Samuel Gatliff, 

s. 


Esq., of Leed: 

HEDGES—On Nov. 15, in Oxford-street, London, in her 78th year, Mary 
Ann Hedges, widow of the late Killingworth Richard Hedges, Esq., of 
Sunbury, Middlesex. 

IGGULDEN—On Nov. 18, at 8 Russell-square, John Iggulden, Esq., one 
of the Deputy-Registrars of the Prerogative Court of Canterbury, in 
his 81st year. 

MALPAS—On Nov. 9, at Clifton, Gloucestershire, Charles Malpas, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law, aged 58. 

MASCALL—On Nov. 12, after a few days’ illness, Frances Mascall, Esq., 
of Lincoln’s-inn, and Elsinore-villas, Twickenham. 

TYTLER—On Nov. 14, at 36 Melville-street, Edinburgh, Mary Elizabeth, 
wife of James Stuart Tytler, Esq., Writer to the Signet. 


<> 
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Unelaimed Stock in the Bank of England. 


The Amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants 
appear within Three Months :— 


Croker, JANE, Widow, Rushtington, Sussex, £100 Consols,—Claimed by 
Rev. Joun CHEALK GREEN and WILLIAM GRATWICKE KINLESIDE GRAT- 
WIckKE, the surviving executors. 

CutLer, Frepenck, Furnival’s-inn, and Nicno.as BROADMEAD, Lang- 
port, Solicitors, £350 Consols.—Claimed by FREDERICK CUTLER, the 
survivor. 

Man, Samvuet, Esq., Gravesend, Kent, £52: 1:3 Consols.—Claimed by 
MeEpuvurst TROUGHTON, JOSEPH TROUGHTON, & JOHN SADDINGTON, the 
executors. 

Maw, Fanny, Widow, deceased, Hill-st., Peckham, Jonn Horney Maw, 
and SoLomon Maw, Gents., Aldermanbury, and Sipney Smita Drp- 
NALL, Gent., Custom-house, London, £6,060 32 5s. per Cents.—Claimed 
by Jonn Hornpy Maw and SoLomon Maw. 

Percevat, Jonn THomas, Esq., Kensington, Middlesex, £24: 17 : 3 Re- 
duced.—Claimed by Joun THoMAS PERCEVAL. 

Pew, James, Esq., Camberwell, Surrey, £307 : 12: 4 Consols, and £32: 10 
New 3 per Cents.—Claimed by James Pew. 

Pixe, Jouy, Baker, High-row, Knightsbridge, and Sopnia LARKIN, 
Widow, Union-st., Borough, £130: 17: 2 Reduced.—Claimed by Joun 
Prk and Sopara Larkin. 

Pixe, Joun, Baker, High-row, Knightsbridge, Sorn1a Larkin,‘ Widow, 
Union-st., Borough, and WriLL1aAM Henry Larkin, a Minor, £138: 3 
Reduced.—Claimed by Joun Pixe, Sopura Larkin, and WILLIAM 
Henry Lark1y, now of age. 

P’xe, Joun, Baker, High-row, Knightsbridge, Sopn1a Larkry, Widow, 
Union-st., Borough, and ADAM Lakkrn, a Minor, £116: 5: 10 Reduced. 
—Claimed by Jonny Pike and Sopuia LarkIn, the survivors. 

Pixrt, Jouy, Baker, High-row, Knightsbridge, Sopn1a Larkin, Widow, 
Union-st., Borough, and Sopnra Larkin, a Minor, £138 : 3 Reduced. 
—Claimed by Joun Prixe, Sopura Larkin, Widow, and Sorutia Larkin, 
Spinster, now of age. 

Pott, Perctva.t, Esq., Gower-st., Bedford-sq., E>warp HoLpEN Port, 
Esq., Gray’s-inn, and SamMuEL Compton Cox, Esq., Boswell-ct., Carey- 
st., £1,522 : 10 New 3 per Cents.—Claimed by Cuartes Pott, WILLIAM 
Lortus LownpEs, and Epwarp Leicu PEMBERTON, surviving execu- 
tors of SamveL Compton Cox, the survivor. 

Unqunart, Rev. CHARLES Ives, Westerham, Kent, £265: 1 Consols, and 
£234: 19 like Annuities—Claimed by Frances Urquuart, Widow, 

* sole executrix. 

Uwrss, Tuomas, Miller, Hurstperpoint, Sussex, £300 New 3 per Cents.— 
Claimed by Epuunp Davey, LAwReENCE Situ, and JAmMEs MITCHELL, 
the executors. 
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Weirs at Law and Peyt of Kin. 
Advertised for in the London Gazette and elsewhere during the Week, 


Grecory, Truorny, or any of the children of Richarp Grecory, and 
Joun and Susan Farey, and Jonny Fanr.ry, their son, and the said 
Timotuy Grecory, and his children (Gregory v. Lockyer) to apply to 
sally sma Gibbs, 1 Church-bldgs., Chancery-la., London, on or before 





Harvey, Ferrx Henry, Thoydon Bois, Essex (who died in June, 1856). 
Harvey v. Wilmh wst, Griffiths v. Wilmhurst. His heir at law or next 
of kin to make out his descent or prove their claims on or before Dec. 
16, at Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

KELsaLt, Cuartes (who died Jan. 3, 1857), His next of kin, and the 
Treasurer of the Society for the Improvement of the Highlands of Scot- 
land entitled to a bequest in the will of the above C. KELSaL1, Esq., 
are to prove their claims on or before Jan. 12, 1858, at V. C. Wood's 
Chambers. 

Marcetson, Joun, Gent., of the Navy-office and Camberwell (who died 
in Aug. 1795). Browne v. Green, V.C. Wood. Last Day for Proof, 
Dee. 7. Hearing, Dec. 11, at 2, 

bef ar} a — bf 4 reg , St. Marylebone (who died on 

ay 25, . Spencer v. Cotton, V. C. Stuart. Last day for Pr 
Dee, 21. Hearing, Dec. 23, at 12, WA iad 





floney Market. 


CITY, Frrpay Evenrne. 

The closing money price of Consols' this afternoon is 893 to 
89 per cent., showing an improvement since this day week 
of about one-half per cent. The Stock Market has been steady, 
with a gradual tendency to advance in prices. The demand 
for discount at the Bank has continued very heavy at 10 per 
cent. all the early part and middle of the week, but is rather 
more moderate to day. Discounts continue on a very reserved 
scale in Lombard-street, and the rates charged are in excess of the 
Bank rate. 

Accounts from the continent are more favourable. The 
money market in Paris is easier, and a better tone of feeling 
prevails. At Hamburg the rate of discount has receded to 83 
per cent. Advices from New York mention a long list of 
arrivals of specie. The question of resumption of cash payments 
was entertained there, and endeavours were made to show that 
it might be safely put in practice at an early day. 

The shipment of specie, on merchants’ account, to the East 
Indies is reduced to a very small amount, and, altogether, the 
foreign drain of bullion is effectually stopped, chiefly, as appears, 
by the energetic measures of the Bank of England, in advancing 
the rate of discount. 

From the Bank of England return for the week ending the 
18th Nov. 1857, which we give below, it appears that £2,000,000 
of notes have been issued under the authority of the Government 
letter. The total amount of notes in circulation is £21,406,410, 
being an increase of £1,223,055; and the stock of bullion in 
both departments is £6,484,096, showing a decrease of £686,412, 
when compared with the previous return. In the corn market 
a gradual and considerable decline in price, both in London and 
the provinces, has taken place, and continues in progress. The 
same observation applies, in a less degree, to live stock, and to 
several other prime necessaries of life, foreign and colonial. 

A proclamation has been issued calling Parliament together 
on Thursday, the 3rd of December. The subject for imme- 
diate and careful consideration will doubtless be the state of the 
circulating medium, and the suspension of the Bank Charter 
Act. At the time when the Act was suspended, in the year 
1847, the stock of bullion, and the reserve of notes, were each 
larger than on Thursday, the 12th instant, when the same 
measure was again had recourse to. Notwithstanding the very 
large failures which have occurred recently, there is good 
reason to hold to the opinion that the state of trade generally 
in this country is much more sound and healthy now than in 
1847, and the engagements for outlay of capital, particularly in 
what relates to railway operations, are insignificant at 
present compared with the undertakings of the former period. 
On the other hand, the relaxation of the Bank Act did not take 
place in 1847 till the financial pressure was at anend. If the 
correctness of this view be not admitted, then we must conclude 
that the mere possibility of relief afforded by the measure 
proved sufficient to remove the pressure without actually having 
recourse to the proposed aid. On the present occasion, how- 
ever, that aid has been very largely used, and, consequently, 
the second suspension of the Act is of greatly more practical 
significance than the first. By the failure of two banks of issue 
in Scotland, and of the Wolverhampton and Staffordshire 
Banking Company, which was also a bank of issue, a vacuum 
in the note circulation of the country has been created amount- 
ing to about £850,000; and it must be remembered that an 
over-issue of the Bank of England, equal in amount to the 
notes so locked up, makes no addition to the actual note circu- 
lation, and should be taken into account in estimating the de- 
preciation caused by over-issue. 

Whether the panic was greater in 1847 than in 1857 is not 
very material. It certainly was very great last week. The 
rush to the Bank to discount bills was astonishing. It may be 
true that the chief cause of this rush lay in unreasonable alarm ; 
but an alarm which brings affairs of the utmost importance to 
such a state, if it cannot be prevented, must be met by measures 
which will overcome the monstrous inconvenience. It may be 
granted that some method of affording a temporary increase to 
the notes in circulation, upon reliable security, was absolutely 
necessary, but it does not follow that the only method—or the 
best method—was to invalidate the Bank Act. 

As long as our troubles were exclusiygly due to the American 
crisis, and to foreign demand for specie, the issue of additional 
notes would have no effect but to facilitate the drain of gold 
for exportation, which has been effectually checked and con- 
trolled by a high rate of discount. The additional pressure 
which has been caused by internal panic, will find relief in the 
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suspension of the Bank Act, but no legislation can establish a 
system which will adequately supply a demand magnified by 
fear far beyond its natural proportions. 

The Bank Act has had in the present year as fair a trial as 
can be expected at any time. It does not follow that it must 
be given up, because its rule of action has failed, without 
relaxation, to supply notes sufficient to meet a panic rush for 
discounts, adequate, not only to real and present wants, but 
also to wants distant and contingent. Some means may be 
devised by which the Government, for the time being, may 
grant assistance under urgent circumstances without interfering 
with the Act. Before the benefit conferred by that Act upon the 
circulating medium of this country be given up or made less 
valid, we must see and clearly understand the system to be 
proposed in its place. Any approach to the United States’ 
mode of an unlimited issue of notes upon securities which are 
proved to be not immediately available, will not be safe nor 
acceptable. Nor is it possible to return to the system which, 
previous to 1844, allowed the directors of the Bank to issue 
notes without any limit, except that derived from the promise 
to pay them on demand. This question should occupy the 
undivided attention of the short session of Parliament before 
Christmas. Neither its difficulties nor its importance can be 
over-rated. 

A meeting was held at Glasgow, on Wednesday, by the de- 
positors in the Western Bank of Scotland, and on Thursday, by 
the nobility and landowners of the neighbourhood. Both 
meetings agreed to adopt measures to support the bank, and 
passed resolutions expressive of confidence. The ad interim 
manager of the bank stated it to be the intention of the directors, 
in future, to confine themselves to those transactions generally 
held to be more properly the business of bankers. 

The directors and shareholders of the Liverpool Borough 
Bank held an adjourned general meeting on the 12th instant, 
and made arrangements for winding up the affairs of the Bank 
under the Act of last session. 
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Equity and Law 6 
English and Scottish Law. 4 
Law Fire 4 
Law Life 63 
Law Reversionary Interest 19 
Law Union par 
Legal and Commercial par 
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Bank of Euglany, 


AN ACCOUNT, PURSUANT TO THE ACT 7TH AND 8TH VICTORIA, C. 32, FOR 
THE WEEK ENDING ON WEDNESDAY, THE 18TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1857. 
ISSUE DEPARTMENT. 


£ £ 
Notes issued* + + 22,554,595] Government Debt. . 11,015,100 
Other Securities . . 5,459,900 
Gold Coin and Bullion. 6,079,595 

Silver Bullion . . ose 





£22,554,595 £22,554,595 


BANKING DEPARTMENT. 





£ £ 
Proprietors’ Capital . 14,553,000} Government Securities 
Rest . . . «. 98,433,500} (inc Dead Weight 
Public Deposits (includ- Annuity). . . 6,407,134 
ing Exchequer, Sav- Other Securities . ‘ 270 
ings’ Banks, Commis- Notes .. » - 1,148,185 
sioners of National Gold and Silver Coin . 404,501 
Debt, and Dividend 
Accounts . P - 5,483,881 
Other Deposits . . 13,959,165 
Seven Day and other 
Bills . e ® Pe 829,544 
£38,259,090 £38,259,090 
M. MARSHALL, Chief Cashier. 


Dated the 19th day of Nov., 1857. 
* N.B. Of which £2,000,000 are issued under the authority of the 
letter from the First Lord of the Treasury and the Chancellor of the 
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London Ghasettes, 


Bankrupts. 
Turspay, Nov. 17, 1857. 

BARNABY, Tuomas, Tallow Chandler, 107 High-st., Woolwich, Kent; 
23 Borough-mrkt., Southwark; and 1 High-st., Kingsland, Middle- 
sex. Com. Evans: Nov. 27 and Dee, 31, at 11; Basinghall-st. Of Ass. 
Bell. Sols. Venning, Naylor, & Robins, Tokenhouse-yd. Pet. Nov. 16. 

BARTLETT, James Benonr, & WILLIAM ANGEL BarRTLerT (Bartlett 
Bros.), Tailors, Bristol. Com. Hill: Nov. 30 and Jan. 4, at 11; Bristol. 
Off. Ass. Miller. Sols. Abbott & Lucas, Bristol. Pet. Nov. 10. 

COLLIN, James, Horse Dealer, Fordham, near Soham, Cambridgeshire, 
Com. Holroyd: Dec, 1, at 2.30; and Dec. 29, at 1; Basinghall-st 
Off. Ass. Lee. Sol. Howard, 9 Quality-ct., Chancery-la. Pet. Nov. 16. 

COOKE, Gzoras, Grocer, Leeds, Com. West: Nov. 27 and Dec. 18, at 
11; Commercial-bldgs., Leeds. Of. Ass. Young. Sols. Bond & Barwick, 
Leeds. Pet. Nov. 16. 

DAY, Tuomas, Victualler, Birch, Essex. Com, Goulburn: Dec. 2, at 11; 
and Dec. 21, at 2; Basinghall-st. O. Ass. Pennell. Sol. Jones, 14 
Gresh st.; and Colchester, Essex. ct agent a 

FARNSWORTH, James, Joiner and Builder, or, Heanor, Derby- 
shire. en ie : Nov. 27 and Dec. 18, at 10.30; Shire-hal!, Not- 
tingham. Of. Ass. Harris. Sol. Sollory, Nottingham. Pet. Nov. 14. 

FROOD, AnpREW, Draper, Soho-st., Live’ Com. Perry: Nov. 30 
and Dec. 28, at 11; ey Of Ass. Cazenove. Sol. Rymer, Har- 
rington-st., Liverpool. Pet. Nov. 

GUBSINS. Jouy, Grocer, Cymmer, near Pontypridd, Glamorganshire. 
Com. Hill: Noy. 30 and Jan. 5, at 11; Bristol. Og. Ass. Acraman 
Sols. Bevan & Girling, Small-st., Bristol. Pet. Nov. 14. 

HAWKINS, Jags, Licensed Victualler, late of Lee, Kent; now of 29 
Rokeby-rd., Deptford, out of business. Com. Fonblanque : Dec. I, at 1; 
and Dec. 23, at 12.30; Basinghall-st. Of. Ass. Graham. Sol. Peddell, 142 

heapside. Pet. Nov. 13. 

HSRRWANN, NarTHan, Merchant, late of 19, now of 26 Gt. St. Helen's, 
Bishopsgate-st. Com. Goulburn: Nov. 30, at 11; and Dec. 21, at 1; 
Basinghall-st. Qff. Ass. Nicholson. Sol. Chidley, 10 Basinghall-st. Pet. 


Nov. 13. 
JOHNSON, Martua, Boarding-school-keeper, 83 Cambri ter., Hyde~ 
pk. Com. Holroyd: Dec. 1, at 1; and Dec, 29, at ta; bestughall-et. 


. 
Og. Ass. Edwards, Sols, Lawrance, Plews, & Boyer, 14 Old Jewry- 


chambers. Pet. Noy. 13. 

MANN, Joan, Ironmonger, 01d Town-st., Plymouth. Com. Bere: Dec. 3, 
at 10; and Jan. 14, at 1; Atheneum, Plymouth. Of. Ass. Hirtzel. 
Sols. Edmonds & Sons, Plymouth; or Stogdon, Exeter. Pet. Nov. 10. 

MILES, Witt1am, Corn and Wool Merchant, New Corn-mkt., Mark-la. ; 
and Hornchurch, Essex. Com, Fonblanque: Dec. | and 23, atl; Ba- 
singhall-st. Qf. Ass. Graham. Sols. G. & E. Hilleary, 5 Fenchurch- 

Nov. 14, 


























Pet. 
NUTEALL, Rozert Durnina, Licensed Victualler, late of Liverpool, and 
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residing at Aintree, near Liv i. Com. Perry: Nov. 30 and Dec, 
pea at 2. Off. Ass. Cazenove. i. Dodge, Union-ct., Liverpool. Pet. 


ov. 14. 

POOLE, JosEPH, Innkeeper, Wellington, Somersetshire. Com. Bere: 
Nov, 24 and Dec, 17, at 11; Queen-st., Exeter. Off. Ass. Hirtzel. Sols, 
Rodham, Wellington; or Stoga on, Exeter. Pet. Nov. 10. 

SANDERS, Ricnarp, Builder, (lately in copartnership with Edward Wool- 
cott, deceased), 54 Doughty-st., Gray's-inn-rd.; and Brownlow-mews, 
Gray’s-inn-rd. Com. Goulburn: Dec. 2, at 1; and Dec. 23, at 12; Ba- 
singhall-st. Off. Ass. Pennell. Sols. Lawrance, Plews, & Boyer, re) Old 
Jewry-chambers. Pet. Nov. 17. 

SCHWABE, Henry, Merchant, Liverpool, and London. Com. Perry. 
Nov. 30 and Dec. 30, at 11; Liverpool. Off Ass. ae Sols. 
Lowndes, Bateson, & Lowndes, Liverpool. Pet. Nov. 11. 


8q. Com. Hol fg heady and Dec. 29, at 2; Basinghall-st. 
Off. Ass. Edw Qa, hanaste b Goache 0 Parieateten Pet. Nov. 


19, 

RUTHVEN, Epwarp SouTHweEtt, Commission Agent, 22 Penlington-pl., 
Hercules-bldgs., Lambeth. Com. Evans: Dec. 1, at 12.30; and Jan. 5, 
at 11; Basinghall-st. Off. Ass. Bell. Sol. Morris, 13 Beaufort-bldgs., 
Strand. Pet. Nov. 12. 

SPARROW, Owen, Grocer, 91 Shoreditch. Com. Fane: Dec. 1, at 2.30; 
and Jan. 1, at 1.30; Basinghall-st. Off. Ass. Whitmore. Sol. Keighley, 
73 Basinghallat | Pet. Nov. 17. 

TULL, Wu1am, Grocer, Andover, Hants. Com. Evans: Nov. 27 and 
se a at 12; Basinghall-st. Q/f. Ass. Bell. Sol. Berkeley. Pet. 


TURNER, Tuomas, & THomMas Turner, jun. (Turner & Son), Cord- 





SEAMAN, Grorcs, Grocer, 70 High-st., Eton, Bucks. Com. Ib 
Dec. 2, ‘at 12; and Dec. 23, at 11; Basinghall-st. Of. re Pennell 
Sol. Howard, 30 Nicholas-la.. ~~ Nov. 16. 

SHERWOOD, Jonny, W: er, Faversham, and Sittingbourne, Kent. 
Com. Evans: Nov. 26, at 2; and Dee. 29, at 12; Basinghall-st. Of. 
Ass. Bell. Sol. Spyer, Broad-st., bldgs. "Pet. Nov. 4. 

SMITHER, Rosert, Miller, Winchester. Com. Fonblanque: Dec. 1, at 
1; and Jan. 8, at 11; Basinghall-st. Off. Ass. Stansfeld. Sols. Walker 
& Jerwood, 12 Furnival’s-inn, Holborn. Pet. Nov. 13. 

TRUE, Rosert, Butcher, Market Deeping, Lincolnshire. Com. Balguy: 
Nov. 27 and Dec. 18, at 10.30; Shire-hall, Nottingham. Of. Ass. Harris. 
Sol. Brown, Lincoln. Pet, Nov. 4. 

WESTON, Matruew, jun., & Frank Weston, Cheese Factors, Todd-st., 
Manchester. Nov. 27, and Dec. 18, at 12; Manchester. Off. Ass. Her- 
naman. Sols. Cobbett & Wheeler, Brown-st., Manchester. Pet. Nov. 13. 


Frinvay, Nov. 20, 1857. 


ANDERSON, Tuomas, Stone Mason, 4 Stephen-st., Lisson-grove. Com. 
Evans: Dec. 1 and 31, at 1; Basinghall-st. Off. Ass. Johnson, ol. 
Charnock. 3 Trinity-st., Southwark. Pet. Nov. 12. 

APPLETON, Oxtver, Trimmer and Dyer, Leicester. Com. Balguy: Dec. 
8 and Jan. 5, at 10; Shire-hall, Nottingham. Of. Ass. Harris, Sols. 
Hodgson & Allen, Birmingham. et. Nov. 18, 

BAGOT, Joun Law ter, Woollen Draper, Liverpool. Com. Perry: Dec. 
8 and 30, at 11; Liverpool. Off. Ass. Morgan. Sol. Banner, 24 North 
John-st., Liverpool. Pet. Nov. 18. 

BONTOFT, Hastnison, Bookseller, Boston, Lincolnshire. Com. Balguy: 
Dec. 1 and Jan. 5, at 10.30; Shire-hall, Nottingham. Off. Ass. Harris. 
4 Liyett, Manchester; or Southall & Nelson, Birmingham. Pet. 


30. 

CAPPEL, JAmEs, Saees Warehouseman, 5 Gutter-la. Com. Goul- 
burn: Nov. 30, at2; and Jan. 11, at 1; Basinghall-st. Of. Ass. Nichol- 
son. Sol. Murray, 11 London-st., Fenchurch-st. Pet. Nov. 17. 

CURE, Joun, Builder, Bristol. Com. Hill: Dec. 1 and Jan. 4, at 11; 
Bristol. Off. Ass. Miller. Sols, Brittan & Son, Bristol. Pet. Nov. 17. 
EDSER, James, Builder, 36 Vincent-sq., Middlesex. Com, Holroyd: Dec. 
4, at 2; and Dec. 29, at 1; Basinghall-st. Off. Ass. Edwards. Sol. 

Dixon, 3 King’s Bench-walk, Temple. Pet. Nov, 1 

HINDHAUGH, Mary, & ARTHUR FERDINAND DE seontiai (Nathaniel 
Hindhaugh & Co.), Timber Merchants, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. 
Ellison: Nov. 30 and Jan. 12, at 12; Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne. Off. Ass. Baker. Sols. Sudlow, Torr, Janeway, & Taggart, 
ee London; or Hodge & Harle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Pet, 


HORROX, James, Drysalter, Little Green Mill, Middleton-dale, Chadder- 
ton, Prestwich-cum-Oldham, Lancashire. Dec. 2 and 23, at 12; Man- 
chester. Off. Ass. Hernaman. Sols. Stevenson & Lycett, Manchester. 
Pet. Oct. 16, 

ISAACS, CuHar.zs, Merchant, Bristol. Com, Hill: Dec. -. and Jan. 4, . 
at 11; Bristol. Of Ass. Miller. Sols. Mason & Sturt, G 


s, Liverpool. Com. Stevenson: Dec. 4 and Jan. 7, at 11; Liver- 
ye ‘ tt Ass. Turner. Sol. Pemberton, Cabie-st., Live: erpool. Pet. 

ov. 

WATSON, JonatTuan, Printseller, 7 Vere-st., St. Marylebone. Com. 
Goulburn: Dec, 2, at 12.30; and Jan. 4, at 12; Basinghall-st. Qf. Ass. 
Nicholson. Sol. Randall, 56 Welbeck-st., Marylebone. Pet. Nov. 18. 

WELLS, W1111aM CoLitkn, Stationer, Swaffham, Norfolk. Com. Evans: 
Dec. 1, at 11.30; and Dec. 29, at 11; Basinghail-st. Off. Ass. Johnson. 
Sol. Gant, 37 Nicholas-la. Pet, Nov. 14. 

WOODHEAD, Jonny, Innkeeper, Halifax. Com. West: Dec. 4 and Jan. 
15, at 10; Commercial-bldgs., Leeds. Of. Ass. Young. Sol. Barret, 
Leeds. Pet. Nov. 17. 

WOOLF, Lawrence, Oil Cloth Manufacturer, Gorton Brook and Man- 

chester. Dec. 15 and Jan. 14, at 12; Manchester. Off. Ass. Herna- 
man. Sol. Sutton, Marsden-st., Manchester. Pet. Nov. 10. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Turspay, Nov. 17, 1857. 
Ryper, Frepericx, Wholesale Stationer, 29 Basinghall-st. Nov. 17. 
Fripay, Nov, 20, 1857. 

CawTHORN, ALFRED JOsEPH CHITTENDEN, Stock Dealer, Stock Exchange, 
Throgmorton-st., and 13 Warwick-ter., Willow-walk, Bermondsey, 
Surrey. Nov. 19. 

Cross, SOLOMON, Factor, West Bromwich, Staffordshire. Nov. 18. 

MEETINGS. 
Turspay, Nov. 17, 1857. 

M‘Mitian, Jonny, Publican, Wolverhampton. Div. Dec, 10, at 11.30; 
Birmingham. Com. y: 

PinksTonk, Dante, Licensed Victualler, Golden Lion, Gt. Charles-st., 
Birmingham; now a Prisoner in County Gaol, Surrey. Last Ez. Dec. 
10, at 12; Basinghall-st. Com. Holroyd. 

SELLERS, GEorGE HENRY, ong Tate of Rumford-pL, Liverpool; 
trading with H. S. Sands (G. H. Sellers & Co.); also of Bever-st., New 
York, U. S. (Sellers, Sands, & Co.) ; now of la Westbourne-pk.-rd., 
Paddington. Last Ex. Nov. 27, at 2; Basinghall-st. Com. Goulburn. 

SHarPer, Dixon, Ship-chandler, West Hartlepool, Durham. Dév. Dec. 
10, at 12; Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. Ellison. 

TAYLOR, ROBERT (R. Taylor & Co.), Draper, Sunderland, Durham. Final 
Div. Dec, 10, at 11; Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. Ellison. 

WIKMAN, Nuss WILHELM, Ship-chandler, 103 Minories, Fur. Div. Dec. 9, 
at 11; Basinghall-st, Com. Goulburn. 


Fripay, Nov, 20, 1857. 
BETHELL, THEOPHILUS, Licensed Victualler, 9 Riley-st., Bermondsey, 
Surrey. Div. Dec. 14, at 12; Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque. 
Bieain, SAMUEL, HENRY Brean, & Pau. Smira, Saw Manufacturers, 
Sheffield. Div. Dec. 12, at 10; Council-hall, Sheffield. Com. West. 
Brown, | ALEXANDER, & RoBERt Guass (Brown, Glass, & Co.), Ship- 
s, Liverpool. Last Zx. of R. Glass, Dec. 4, at 11; Liverpool. 





Bevan & Girling, mall-st., Bristol. Pet. Nov. 10. 

JARVIS, WiL11AM, Innkeeper, Newmarket St. Mary, Suffolk. Com. 
Fonblanque: Dec. 2, at 1; and Jan. 8, at 12; Basinghall-st. Off. Ass. 
ba _ Ravenscroft, 7 Gray’s-inn-square, for Cooper, Cambridge. 

lov. 19. 

LAMB, Henry, Bookseller, Norbiton, Kingston, Surrey. Com. Goulburn: 
Dec. 2 and Jan. 11, at 2; Basinghall-st. Off. Ass. Pennell. Sol. Plum- 
ley. 27 Moorgate-st. et. Nov. 17. 

MACLENNAN, James, Shawl and Cloak Warehouseman, Liverpool. 
Com. Perry: Dec. 8 and 30, at 12; Liverpool. Off. Ass. Morgan. Sols, 
Evans & Son, Commerce-ct., Liverpool; or Reed, Langford, & Marsden, 
Friday-st., London. Pet. Nov. 13. 

MIDDLETON, Wit114M, Leather wry Manchester. Dec. 7 and 
Jan. 7, at 12; Manchester. Oj. Ass. Hernaman, Sol. Tyrer, Liver- 
pool. Pet, Nov. 17. 

—on James, & CHARLES Care, Lace Manufacturers, Notting- 

Com. y: Dec. 1 and Jan. 5, at 10.30; Shire-hall, Notting- 
— Off. Ass. Sol. Sollory, Nottin) ham, Pet, Nov. 7. 

MONK, Witi1am Kine, Cheesemonger, 265 High-st., Southwark. Com, 
Holroyd: Dee. 4, at 2.30; and Dec. 29, at 1.30; Basinghall-st. Off. Ass. 
Lee. Sol. Warwick King, 3 King-st., Cheapside. Pet. Nov. 18, 

MOORHOUSF, Tuomas, & Jonn Hoox, Linendrapers, Halifax. Com, 
Ayrton: Dec. 8, at 11.30; and Jan. 11, at 11; Commercial-bldgs., 
Leeds. Off. Ass. Hope. Sol. Brierley, Halifax. ‘Pet, Nov. 19. 

MORROW, Rozert, Joun Morrow, & CLrarxson Garsutt, Merchants, 
Liverpool. Com. Stevenson: Dec.'3 and 30, at 11; Liverpool. Off. Ass. 
Bird. Sols, Harvey, Falcon, & Harvey, Liverpool. Pet, Nov. 17. 

NUNN, Martin (Nunn & Co.), Laceman, 259 Regent-circus, Oxford-st. ; 
and at Scarborough. Com. Goulburn: Noy. 30, at 2.30; and Jan. 11, at 
12; Hasinghall-st. Off. Ass. Pennell. Sol. Murray, London-st., Fen- 
church-st. Pet. Nov. 17. 

PAVITT, Wii11aM, & Danren Pavitt, 30 Alfred-st., Bow-rd., Middlesex ; 
Grorce Lgeins Myddleton-rd., Kingsland-rd., Middlesex ; copartners, 

Millers, all late of 247 Wapping ; and 24 Mark-la, Com. Goulburn: 
Dec, 4, at 11; and Jan. 11, at 2.30; Basinghall-st. Off. Ass. Nicholson. 
Sols. Laurance, Plews, & Boyer, 14 Old Jewry-chmbrs, Pet, Nov. 16. 

PETERSON, Joun, Ship Chandler, 44 and 45 Russell-st., ne 

Com. Fonblanque : Dee. at 12; and Jan. 8, at 11.30; hall-st 
. Ass. Stansteld. Sol. eightman, 80 Basinghall-st, Pa Nov. 18. 

POLAK, James Micne. fonmmonty known as James Polak), Picture 
Dealer, Birmingham. Com. Balguy: Dec. 21 and Jan. m at 10; Bir- 
minghat Off. Ass. Christie. Sol. Smith, B! ae Nor, 18 18, 

PURDAY, Cuantes Henny, Music Publisher, 37 





Com. Stevenson. 

CHEETHAM, Davin, Cotton Spinner, Rochdale, Lancashire. Div. Dec. 16, 
at 12; Manchester. Com. Skirrow. 

Deacon, WiLL1aM Epwin, Linendraper, 114 High-st., Gosport. Div. 
Dee. 14, at 12.30; Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque, 

Epwarps, Evan, Grocer, Aberavon, Taibach, Glamorganshire. Last Ex. 
Dee. 22, at 11; Bristol. Com. Hill. 

EDWARDS, HENry TURBEVILLE, Builder, Liverpool. Div. Dec. 10, at 11; 
Liverpool. Com. Stevenson, 

Gutreriper, THomas, Innkeeper, Bell Inn, Wilton, Salisbury. Div. 
Dee. 14, at 12; eS. Com. Fonblanque. 

Hay, Cares, F 52 Alb le-st., Piccadilly. Div. Dec, 15, 
at 3, Basinghail-st. Com, Holroyd. 

JouNsON, Rosert, Builder, Phoenix-pl., Calthorpe-st., Gray’s-inn-rd, and 
2, Bell-yd., Gracechurch-st, Last Ex. Dee, 1, at 12; Basinghall-st. 
(By adj. from Sept. 30), Com. Fonblanque. 

Lercn, Jonn, Shopkeeper, Newton Moor, Hyde, Cheshire. Div. Dec. 14, 
at 12. Com, Jemmett, 

MILLER, BENJAMIN, ag ee! Landport, Portsea. Last Ex. Dec. 12, at 12; 
Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. 

Nasu, ABRAHAM, Builder, 18 Everett-st., Brunswick-sq. Div. Dec. 14, at 
11.30; Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque. 

Rupie, THomas, Draper, Hartlepool, Durham. Final Div. Dec. 15, at 

; Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. Ellison. 

necodanen. Louis, Importer of Foreign Goods, 17 Broad-st.-bldgs. 
Last Ex. Dec, 2, at 12; Basinghall-st. Com, Fonblanque. 

Rue, ALFRED (E. & A. Rule), hip and Insurance Broker, 102, Leaden- 
hall-st. Div. Dec. 12, at 11; hall-st. Com. Evans. 

Saunpers, James, Miller, Thurlton, Norfolk, Last Ex. Dec. 1, at 12.30; 
Basinghall-st. (By adj. from Nov. 4). Com. Fonblanque. 

SippEen, THomas, Coal ee Rochester, Kent. Choice of Assignee 
= room of ‘I. B. Hannaford, declared bankrupt, Dec. 1, at 12, Com. 

vans, 

Situ, Joun PassaM, Tea Dealer, 1 Coventry-st., Haymarket. Last Zr 
Dec, 1, at 1; Basinghall-st (By adj. fromfct. 28). Com. Fonblanque. 

TAYLOR, ‘Twomas, Grocer, 11 Osborne-pL, Blackheath. Last Bx. Dec. 1, at 
2; Basin, ngh all-st. (By adj. from Oct. 29). Com, Fonblanque. 

Tuorre, ILLIAM, oa Thorne, Yorkshire. Div. Dec. 15, at 11; 
Commercial-bldgs., Leeds. Com. Ayrton. 

Corn Merchant, Chipping Ongar, Essex. 
Div. Dec. 14, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Fond! blanque. 

Weston, Joun, Chemist, a Longdendale, Chestershire. Div. Dec. 
16, at 12; Manchester. Com. Jemmett. 
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DIVIDENDS, 
Turspay, Nov. 17, 1857. 
Darts W. & W. H., Drapers, Haverfordwest. First, 6s. Acraman, 19 
bby sag? e, Bristol; any Wednesday, 11 to 1 
gattock. Third, 1s. herent, 19 St. Augustine’s- 
yo Bristol; any ow odacaion: 11 to 1. 

JONES, THoMas, Tronmonger, Aberavon. First, 1s. 6d. Acraman, 19 St 
Augustine’s-parade, Bristol; any Wednesday, 11 to 1. 

Jones, WiLL14M, Builder, Brecon, First, 1s. 5d. sok 19 St. Augus- 
tine’s- ie, Bristol ; any Wednesda day 11 tol. 

SaLTER, AUGUSTUS, Grocer, S wansea, 6 11 *, Acraman, 19 St. Augus- 
tine's-parade, Bristol; any Meh gaay OPah 

SauNDERS, WILLIAM Henry, Wine and Spirit Merchant, Cardiff. Second, 
Is. “ang Acraman, 19 St. Augustine’s-parade, Bristol; any Wednesday, 
1] to 

SrraNcE, Epwarp, Draper, Swindon. First, us re ~~ 19 St. 
Augustine’s-parade, Bristol; any Wednesday, 1 

Frimay, Nov. 20, 1857. 

Barry, Joun, Linen and bs bem Draper, Cashel, near Clonmel, Tippe- 
1-7. oo 4s. 10d. Fraser, 45 George-st., Manchester ; any Tuesday 
11 to 

li GerorGE, Provision Dealer, Leadenhall-mkt. ; and 93 Peascod- 
st., Windsor. First, Is. 8d. Zdwards, 22 Basinghall-st. ; four next 
Wednesdays. 11 to 2. 

BROUGHTON, CHARLES WorRTERS, Tailor, 16 Southampton-st., fh ae 
First, 4s, 6d. Cannan, 18 Aldermanbury ; any Monday, 11 to 3. 

CANTRILL, THOMAS, Railway Grease Man r, 4 River-ter., York-rd., 
King’s-cross. First, 2s. 943. dwards, 22 Basinghall-st., "four next 
Wednesdays, 11 to 2. 

Dore, Witu1aM, & Jonn SKELTON, Timber Merchants, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne. Second, 4d. (in addition to 2s. 6d. previously declared) Baker, 
Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, any Saturday, 10 to 3. 

MaRsHaLt, Thomas, Boot and Shoe Maker, Hartlepool. First, 1s. Baker, 
Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; any Saturday, 10 to 3. 

Morris, WitiiaM. First, 8d. Morgan, 10 Cook-st., Liverpool; any 
Wednesday, 11 to 2. 

Piper, JosEPH, Furnishin, 
Shoreditch. First, 2s. 
11 to3. 

Raw Le, Witt14M, Broker, Liverpool. ine, 4s. 54d. Bird, 9 South 
Castle-st., Liverpool; any Monday, 11 to 2 

Wituiams, ALFRED, & WiLti1aMm Masor HoLianp, Wholesale Grocers, 
Duncan-st., Leman-st., Whitechapel. Second, ls. 5d. Cannan, 18 
Aldermanbury ; any Monday, 11 to 3. 

CERTIFICATES. 
To be ALLOWED, unless Notice be given, and Cause shown on Day of Meeting. 
Tuxspay, Nov. 17, 1857. 

ASHLING, RozgERT, Brewer, Duxford, Cambridgeshire. Dec. 9, at 11.30; 
Basinghall-st. 

BracHER, WILttaM, WitttaM Hawxtns Bracuer, & Joan BRACHER, 
Plumbers, 15 Gt. Ormond-st., Lowen and Victoria-rd., Plaistow, 
Essex. Dec. 10, at 12.30; Basinghall 

Haut, CHARLES, Poulterer, 52 ‘Alomarie-et, Piccadilly. Dec. 10, at 11; 
Basinghall-st. 

Hooxnam, James Francis, Licensed bo gaa 1 Eyre-st.-hill, Leather- 
la., Holborn, Dec. 11, at 11; Basinghall-st. 

MitcHe.., THomas, Coal-deal ealer, Preston, Lancashire. Dec. 10, at 12; 
Manchester. 

Moon, CHaRLEs THomas, Bookseller, 12 Regent-st.; also of 3 and 7 
Rupert-st., Haymarket, in copartnersht with T. D. Pruday, as Coffee 
and Eating A Keepers; also of 61 Green-st., Grosvenor-sq., in co- 
partnership with M. Moon, as Child-bed-linen Warehousemen. Dec. 9% 
at 12; Basinghall-st. 

Passmore, EMANUEL, Licensed Victualler, 25 King-st., West Smithfield. 
Dec. 10, at 11; Basinghall-st. 

Ponsonsy, THoMas THompson, Carver and Gilder, 42 Piccadilly. Dec. 
9, at 12.30; Basinghall-st. 

ROBERTSON, "Henry, ee Agent, 3 St. Michael’s-alley, Cornhill. 
Dec. 9, at 12; Basingh 


ig, Dommaeante, 92 High-st., and 4 Spencer-st., 
Cannan, 18 Aldermanbury ; any Monday, 


SAVAGE, WILtiaM, Berlin Weel and China Dealer, Winchester. Dec. 8, 
at 1; Basinghall-st. 

Suanren, Denes, Ship-chandler, West Hartlepool, Durham. Dec. i0, at 
12; Royal-arcade, ewcastle-u jpon-Tyne. 


WINSTONE, FREDERICK, Gold and Silver Pencil-case Maker, 4 St. James- 
st., St. ho ith Islington, and 7 Liverpool-st., Old Broad-st. Dec. 9, at 1; 


Basing 
Fripay, Nov. 20, 1857. 


Conyer, WitL1aM, & JoserH ConyeEr, Shoddy Dealers, Dewsbury, York- 
shire. Dec. 11, at ll; Leeds, 4 we 

nee JosErH, Corn Chandler, Epsom, Surrey. Dee. 11, at 1,30; Ba- 

8 
— rvite JENNINGS, Woollen Manufacturer, Elland, Yorkshire. 
at 

i ts dons, Manufacturin @ Jeweller, 44 Berners-st., Oxford-st. Dec. 

Lownps, JouN, atch and Clock Maker, 5 York-pl, Vauxhall-bdg.-rd.. 
Pimlico. Dee. 14, at 12; Basinghall-st. 

MoseEDALE, JOsEPH, Engineer, Coventry. Dec. 11, at 10.30; Birmingham. 

OLtiver, Tuomas, Livery yirE Prestbury, near Cheltenham, 
Gloucestershire. Dec, 28, at 11}; Bristol. 

PriestLey, Luke, Worsted Manufacturer, Dudley-hill, Bradford, York- 
shire. Dec. 11, at 11; Leeds, 

RopeErson, sara, Bootmaker, Upper Sydenham, Kent. Dec. 12, at 12; 


Basinghal) 
— “Toa Wholesale Druggist, 6 Falcon-sq. Dec. 11, at 2; Ba- 
sing . 
SmitH, Matrurw, Steel Manufacturer, Sheffield. Dec, 12, at 10; Council- 
hall, Sheffield. 
— ‘ene Hotel-keeper, Castle Hotel, Bath. Dec, 29, at 11; 
ol, 
To be DELIVERED, unless Appwat. be duly entered. 


Turspay, Nov. 17, 1857. 


— Mary Ann, Innkeeper, Stow-on-the-Wold, Gloucestershire. 
Novy. 12, 2nd class. 





Buttock, Taomas, Grocer, Liphook, Bramshott, Hants; now residing at 
Ripsley Farm, Trotton, Sussex. Noy. 6, 3rd class; to be suspended 
for nine months from June 27, last. 

CopLanD, CHARLES, & WitL1aAM GzeorGE Barnes, Provision Merchants, 
Botolph-la., and Oriental-pl, Southampton. Nov. 6, 2nd class. 

Darron, SaMuzL, Danret Datton, & ALFRED DaLton, Ironmasters, 
Chester, and Leeswood, Mold, Flintshire. Nov. 11, 2nd class to each ; 
to be suspended for six ieothe from Nov. 4. 

Exery, Josera Bowroy, Commission Agent, Horton, Bradford, York- 
shire. Nov. 6, 3rd class. 

er eee Epwiy, Grocer, Godalming and Aldershott, Surrey. Nov. 

3rd 


GirForp, W1i114mM, Saddler and Harness Maker, St. Ives, Hunts. Nov. 
6, 3rd class; to be suspended for twelve months from June 16 last. 

MARSHALL, Tuomas, Boot and Shoe Maker, Hartlepool, Durham. Nov. 
13, 3rd class; to be suspended until May 13, 1858, 

Meyer, Maurice, & SeaisMuND SECKEL, General Merchants, 30 Newgate- 
st. Novy. 10, 3rd class. 

MosE.EY, Bensamun, Scythe Manufacturer, Bradway, Norton, Derbyshire. 
Nov. 7, 3rd class. 

Mycrort, SamvuzEL, Butcher, Worksop, Notts. Nov. 7, 3rd class. 

Ropcer, Tuomas, Grocer, Attercliffe-cum-Darnall, Yorkshire. Nov. 7, 
3rd class. 

RowLey, STEPHEN, Fellmonger, Cambridge. Nov. 4, 3rd class. 

Rust, CHaRLEs, Cheesemonger, 38 Surrey-pl, Old Kent-rd. Nov. 6, 3rd 

; to be suspended for nine months from July 15 last. 

Squrres, WILLIAM, Gunmaker, 315 Oxford-st. Nov. 4, 3rd class; to be 
suspended for twelve months from Feb. 27 last. 

TILLEY, GrorGe, Brewer, Walton-on-Thames. Nov. 4, 3rd class; to be 
suspended for three months from Nov. 4. 

Warineton, THomas, Cornfactor, New Corn-exchange, Mark-la., and 35 
Mark-la. Nov. 4, 2nd class. 

Wison, Bensamin, Money Scrivener, 16 Gresham-st. Noy. 6, 3rd class; 
having been suspended twelve months. 

Witson, THomas, Railway: maker, Westbromwich, Staffordshire. 
Nov. 13, 3rd class. 

Wraae, Joy, sen., Cutlery Manufacturer, Sheffield. Nov. 7, 3rd class. 

Fripay, Nov. 20, 1857. 

BRANGWIN, CASTLE, jun., Grocer, Blackheath- 
st., Deptford, Kent. Nov. 12, 2nd class. 

Eis, OWEN, Stone and Marble Mason, Liverpool. Nov. 10, 3rd class. 

Govett, Joun Hii, Dennett-rd., Builder, Peckham, Surrey (now a pri- 
soner for debt in the common gaol of Surrey, Horsemonger-la.) Nov. 
9, 2nd class. 

GRIFFITRSs, EGBErtT, Wine Merchant, 118 Fenchurch-st. Nov. 9, 3rd 
class; to be suspended for six months from June 9. 

LEWTON, Cartes, Publican and Butcher, Maesteg, Glamorganshire. 
Nov. 17, 2nd class. 

Lorp, Migs, & GEORGE Rosrzos, copartners, Woollen Manufacturers, 
Cage Mill, Newch 3rd class; after a suspension of 
six months from April | 7. 

Neates, Gzorce Wii114m, Upholsterer, 482 New Oxford-st. Nov. 1, 
3rd class; to be suspended for nine months from July 30. 

Oakes, W1LL1AM, Edge Tool Manufacturer, Sheffield. Nov. 14, 2nd class. 

OxLey, GEORGE Prevost, Merchant, Liverpool. Nov. 10, 2nd class. 

PERRIN, Joun GOOLDEN, WILLIAM LIONEL FREESTONE, & SaMUEL Wi- 
t1amM Tuckey, Merchants, late of 15 Gt. Saint Helen's, London; and 
29 Queen-sq., Bristol. Nov. 17, 2nd class to each. 

Prupay, THomas Danson, Tavern Keeper, Clanricarde Tavern, 3 and 7 
Rupert-st., Haymarket. Nov. 11, 3rd class; to be suspended for six 
months from June 26. 

Srppons, James, Grocer, Sheffield. Nov. 14th class; 2nd class. 

Simmons, JAMES, Marble Merchant, 20 Bridge-terr., Harrow-rd., Padding- 
ton. Nov. 9. 3rd class. 

Smnczr, Danip Artuur, Tailor, 307, Oxford-st. Nov.9; 2nd class. 
SMALLPEICE, HENRY WILLIAM BonD, & HENRY WILLIAM SMALLPEICE, 
Curriers, Guildford, Surrey, and Aldershot, Hants. Nov. 9, 2nd class. 
THEED, THOMAS FREDERICK, Surgeon, | Winchester-st., Waterlootown, 

Middlesex. Nov. 13, 2nd class. 
Wuite, Cuartes Henry, Chinaman, Southampton. Nov. 14, 3rd class. 


Professional Partnership Wissalbev. 
Fripay, Nov. 20, 1857. 
Weatt, Wiiu1am, & THomas BERKELEY, Temple-chmbrs., Fleet-st. Nov 
19; mutual consent. 


Assignments for Benefit of Crevitars, 
Tvusespay, Nov. 17, 1857. 

Bowen, Ricnarp Tuomas, Draper, 20 Ryder’s-ct., Leicester-sq. Oct. 15% 
Trustee, G. Heather, Warehouseman, Star-ct., Bread-st. Sols. Sole & 
Turner, 68 Aldermanbury. 

peers, SAMUEL, Machinist, hire. Nov. 10. TZrus- 
tees, E. Ranly, Farmer, wi T. Ward, Farmer, Scamblesby; both 
in Lincolnshire. Witness, F W. Tweed, Horncastle. 

CULLEMORE, WILLIAM, Draper, ‘Upper Seymour-st. Oct. 27. Trustee, 
G. Heather, Gent., 1 Star-ct., Bread-st. Sols. Sole & Turner, 68 Alder- 
manb’ 

Guan. bene Turritt, Plumber, Beccles, ar Oct. 19. Zrus- 

W. P. Hotson, Coachbuilder, Lowestoft; G. Stacery, Draper, 
Beccles. Sol. Seago, Lowestoft. 

Dvuepate, Ropert Ricwarpson, Hosier, 12 Charing-cross, Oct. 26. 
Trustees, S. Morley, Warehouseman, Wood-st.; T. Storar, wonton Be anne 
man, Cheapside. Sols. Davidson & Bradbury, Weavers-hall, 22 Basing- 
hall-st. 


Espaine, James, Draper, 9 Crawley-st., Oakley-sq., Middlesex. Oct. 20, 
Trustee, J. Bridgewater, Wholesale Haberdasher, 69 Wood-st. Sols. 
Tippetts & Son, 2 Sise-la. 

Harris, Owen, Outfitter, Landport, Southampton. Oct. 17. Zrustees, 
D. Davies, Warehouseman, Bread-st.; R. Hellaby, Warehouseman, 
Gutter-la. Sol. Turner, 68 Aldermanbury. 

Hoprerton, W1Lt1aM, Laceman, 132 and 142 Oxford-st. Oct. 20, Zirus- 
tees, C. Mouat, Lace Warehouseman, Russia-row, Milk-st.; G. Hutehin- 
son, Lace Manufacturer, 73 Cannon-st. West. Creditors ‘to execute on 
= before Jan. 20. Sol. Wellborne, 17 Duke-st., London-bridge, South- 


ark. 
Kine, Exizazetu, Widow, Publican, Roxton, Beds. Oct. 23. Trustees, 


» Greenwich, and High- 





Bilchford, Li 1 
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W. Hogge, Esq., Biggleswade, Beds; F. Day, Esq., St. Neot's, Hunts. 
Creditors to execute on or before Dec. 23. Sol. Hooper, Biggleswade. 
Layron, Jacos Hats, Draper, Falmouth. Oct.22. Trustees, J. Howell, 
Warehouseman, St. Paul’s-churchyd; R. Milburn, Warehouseman, New- 

gate-st. Sols, Parker & Lee, 18 St. Paul's-churchyd. 

LAvuGHTON, CHaRLEs, Confectioner, Sheffield. Nov. 10. Zrustees, T. 
Slack, Gent., Ripley, Derbyshire; W. Booth, Grocer, Sheffield; E. 
Wheen, Grocer, Sheffield. Sols, Brown & Son, Sheffield. 

Parton, Saran, Lace Manufacturer, Hanway-st., Oxford-st. Nov. 9 
Trustee, W. S. Bastard, and S. Bastard, Gents., James-st., Exeter. Sol. 
Bastard, Rood-la. 

Puipps, W1tu1aM, Shoemaker, Bath. Oct. 20. Trustees, T. B. Cogan, 
Leather-factor, Bristol; E. H. Tanner, Accountant, Bristol. Sols. 
Dowdings & Burne, 15 Vineyards, Bath. 

Puarers, Witi1am, & THomas Downs Purrps, Curriers, Bath. Oct. 20. 
Trustees, T. B. Cogan, Leather-factor, Bristol; E. H. Tanner, Account- 
ant, Bristol. Sols. Dowdings & Burue, 15 Vineyards, Bath. 

Wapsworts, Tuomas, Innkeeper, Little Horton-green, Bradford, York- 
shire. Nov. 11. Zrustees, W. Moulson, Stone Merchant, Little Horton ; 
J. Fountain, Joiner, White Abbey, Bradford ; M. Priestley, Stonemason, 
Thornton, Bradford. Creditors to execute on or before Jan. 11. Sol. 
Barret, Hustler’s-bidgs., Bradford. 

Wuerry, Joun, Grocer, Market Deeping, Lincolnshire. Nov. 9. Trus- 
tees, J. T. Marston, Brewer, Market Deeping; W. Vergette, Grocer, 
Peterborough; G. Linnell, Druggist, Market Deeping. Creditors to 
execute on or before Jan. 9. Sol. Brown, Market Deeping. 

Fripay, Nov, 20, 1857. 

Bennetts, JaMEs Draper, Penzance, Cornwall. Nov. 10. Trustees, W 
Maclaren, Merchant, Glasgow; J. Maxwell, Draper, Penzance. Credi- 
tors to execute within six months from this date. Sol. Downing, 
Redruth, Cornwall. 

Curtis, JAMEs Reap, Linen Draper, Fordingbridge, Southampton. Oct. 29 
Trustee, J. H. Jackson, Linen Draper, New Sarum, Wilts. Creditors to 
execute within three calendar months from this date. Sols. Hoddings, 
Townsend, & Lee, New Sarum. 

Dup.ey, Josers, Draper, 2 Grosvenor-row, Pimlico. Nov. 14. Trustees, 
J.T. Stuttard & N. Mason, Warehousemen, Wood-st. Sols. Mason & 
Sturt, 7 Gresham-st. 

Ha, Henry, Draper, 89 High-st., Portland-tn., St. John’s-wd. Nov. 6. 
Trustees, J. T. Stuttard, Warehouseman, Wood-st.; J. Walkden, Ware- 
houseman, Lawrence-lane. Sols. Mason & Sturt, 7 Gresham-st. 

Harwoop, Groreez, Bricklayer, Luton, Bedfordshire. Nov. 12. Zrustees, 
R. Smith, Builder, Luton; C. L. Howard, Merchant, Hemel Hempstead ; 
W. Barrett, Ironmonger, Luton: Creditors to execute on or before 
Feb. 12. Sols. Williamson & Austin, Luton. 

Hopeson, Witt1am, Grocer, Leigh and Hindley, Lancashire. Nov. 9 
Trustees, H. Crosfield, Wholesale Grocer, Liverpool; F. Taylor, Mer- 
chant, Manchester. Sols. Sale, Worthington, & Shipman, 64 Fountain- 
st., Manchester. 

Horsroox, Witt1am, Lace Manufacturer, Sneinton, Notts, and of Not- 
tingham, & Henry Ho_sroox, Lace Manufacturer, Nottingham. Oct. 
23. Trustees, R. Seals, Lace Manufacturer, Nottingham; 8. Hancock, 
Commission Agent, Nottingham; John Webster, Lace Dyer and 
Dresser, Sneinton, Notts. Creditors to execute on or before Jan. 23. 
Sol. Cann, Nottingham. 

Jones, EvAN Parry, Grocer, Festiniog, Merionethshire. Oct. 20. Trus- 
tees, J. B. Jarrett, Commercial Traveller, Festiniog; W. Williams, 
Grocer, 14 and 15, Nova Scotia, Liverpool. Creditors to execute on or 
before Dec. 20. Sols. Breese & Jones, Ynystowyn, Portmadoc. 

Moore, Witt1aM, Draper, Sunderland. Oct. 23. Trustee, T. Huntley, 
Stationer, Sunderland. Creditors to execute on or before Jan. 23, Sol. 
Graham, Sunderland. 

Spratley, Danrer, Hat Manufacturer, 8 Walworth-pl., Walworth-rd. 
Nov. 12. Trustee, B. Wilson, Hat Plush Importer, Walbrook-house, 
Walbrook. Creditors to exeeute on or before Dec. 12. Sol. Norton, 
New-st., Bishopsgate. 

Squizs, Georce, & CHARLES Squiss, Outfitters, Poole, Dorset. Nov. 3. 
Trustees, J. C. Sharp, Warehouseman, Wood-st.; A. S. Ridley, Ware- 
houseman, Newgate-st. Sols. Mason & Sturt, 7 Gresham-st. 

Tompsett, WILLIAM, Farmer, Friars Farm, Brenchley, Kent. Nov. 4. 
Trustees, J. Wheeler, Miller, Tudely, Kent; A. Tompsett, Grocer, Pem- 
bury, Kent. Creditors to execute on or before Feb. 4. Sol. Cripps, 
Tonbridge Wells. 

TyLEeR, WILLIAM, Printer, Bolt-ct., Fleet-st. Nov. 16. Trustee, J. Hodge, 
jun., Wholesale Stationer, Drury-la. Sols. Walker, Grant, & Martineau, 
13 King's-rd., Gray’s-inn. 

Wo tsteNHoLme, Josepn, File Manufacturer, Sheffield. Nov. 12. Zrus- 
tees, H. Unwin, Merchant, Sheffield; J. Wortley, Ironmonger, Sheffield. 
Sol. Unwin, 42 Queen-st., Sheffield. 

Youne, Samvxt, Tailor, Ryde, Hants. Oct. 22. Trustees, J. V. Broughton, 
Warehouseman, Oxford-st.; R. Garland, Warehouseman, Wood-st. 
Sols. Drake & Son, 38 Walbrook. 


Crevitors under Estates in Chancery. 
Touespay, Nov. 17, 1857. 

Bentiry, Joun, Licensed Victualler, St. George’s-circus, Southwark 
(who died in Aug. 1829). Bentley v. Meech, M. Last Day for Proof, 
Dec. 5. Hearing, Dec. 9, at 12. 

Case, Letitia, Widow, Carisbrook, Isle of Wight (who died in Feb. 1856). 
Re Case, Fowles v. Portal, V. C. Stuart. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 8. 
Hearing, Dec. 14, at 12. 

Cotman, Jonn, Druggist, Gateshead, Durham (who died on Aug. 5, 1854). 
— ‘ Colman, M. R. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 11. Hearing, Dec. 

GoopreLLow, Joux, Licensed Victualler, 3 Union-row, Peckham (who 
died in June, 1851). Goodfellow v. Reading, M. R. Last Day for Proof, 
Dec. 5. Hearing, Dec. 9, at 12. 

Hawxksworts, James, Gent., Ashbourne, Derbyshire (who died in April, 
1856). Hawksworth v. Hawksworth, M.R. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 
1). Hearing, Dec. 15, at 12. 

Peers, Joseru, Plasnewydd, Ruthin, Denbighshire (who died in April, 
1838). Jesse v. Bennett, V. C. Stuart. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 10. 
Hearing, Dee. 18, at 12. 

Suanp, Frances Mary, Widow of W. Shard, Esy., Torbay-house, Peign- 
ton, Devon, and Harley-st., Middlesex (who died in May, 1819). 
Ke Shard, Partington v, Reynolds, V. C. Kindersley. Last day for 
Proof, Dee. 16. Hearing, Dee, 18, at 1, 





StaTeR, Martin, Farmer, Cowling, Suffolk (who died in Feb. 1829), 

— v. Slater, V. C. Stuart. Last day for Proof, Dec. 3. Hearing, 
ec. 10, at 12, 

Tuer, Peter, Gent., Oxford-st., Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manchester 
(who died in Dec. 1849). Tuer v. Gregory, V.C. Wood. Last day for 
Proof, Dec. 1. Hearing, Dec. 4, at 12. 

Frrpay, Nov. 20, 1857. 

Carter, Esau, Innkeeper, Blackpool, Lancashire (who died in July, 
1853). Re Carter, Charnley v. Cooper, M.R. Last day for Proof, 
Dec. 14. Hearing, Dec. 21, at 12. 

CLaryton, Ricwarp, Commission Agent, Manchester, Lancashire (who 
died on Aug. 10). Clayton v. Clayton, V. C. Wood. Last Day for 

& Proof, Dec. 11. Hearing, Dec. 14, at 2. 

ErripGe, Tomas, Innkeeper, York (who died on Dec. 1, 1855). Wil- 
kinson v. Wilkinson, V. C. Stuart. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 16. 
Hearing, Dec. 19, at 12, 

Eyton, Jonn Prys, Esq., Llannerch-y-Mor, Flintshire (who died on March 
21, 1856). Lewis v. Eyton, V. C. Stuart. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 21. 
Hearing, Jan. 13, 1858, at 12. 

GRETTON, WitLi1au, Scythe Manufacturer, Wall-heath, Kingswinford, 
Staffordshire (who died in Sept. 1854). Beddard v. Gretton, V. C. 
Wood. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 5. Hearing, Dec. 8, at 12. 

Hatt, Witu1aM, 3 Pickering-pl, Bayswater (who died in Oct. 1856). 
Warren v. Rudall, and Hall v. Warren, V.C. Wood. Last Day for Proof, 
Nov. 28. Hearing, Dec. 2, at 12. 

Hart ey, James, Esq., Shipowner, 137 Leadenhall-st.; and of Fairy-hall, 
Mottingham, Kent; and of Dublin (who died in March, 1857). Hart- 
sd v. —_ V. C. Kindersley. Last day for Proof, Dec. 14. Hearing, 

eg, 18, at 12. 

KELSALL, CHARLES, Esq., Hythe, Southampton (who died in Jan. 1857). 
Barclay v. Maskelyne, V. C. Wood. Last day for Proof, Jan. 12, 1858. 
Hearing, Jan. 28, at 12. 

Rowpon, Joun, Gent., Mincing-la., London; afterwards of Anstey, near 
Alton, Southampton; and late of 2 Craven-pl., Paddington (who died 
in January, 1856). Re Rowdon, V. C. Stuart. Last day for Proof, 
Jan. 11. Hearing, Jan. 18, at 12. 

SELLERS, JoHN, Yeoman, Sandy-brook, Ashborne, Derbyshire (who died 
in June, 1854). Re Sellers, Gadsby v. Gadsby, V.C. Wood Last Day 
Jor Proof, Dec. 7. Hearing, Dec. 14, at 12, 


Wiinving-up of Joint Stack Companies. 
Turspay, Nov. 17, 1857. 
UNLIMITED, IN CHANCERY. 


Lonpon, BirMINGHAM, AND BUCKINGHAMSHIRE RaILway ComPany.— 
Master Richards purposes, on Nov. 26, at 12, at his Chambers, South- 
ampton-bldgs., to make two calls on the contributories of this Company, 
one for £150 each, and the other for £187 each. 

MEXICAN AND SOUTH AMERICAN Company.—A petition for the dissolution 
and winding up of this Company was presented to the Master of the 
Rolls on Nov. 16, by John Ritherdon, Gent., 3 Bloomfield-st., Finsbury ; 
which will be heard before the M. R., on Nov. 24.—Amory, Travers, & 
Smith, Sols. for Pet., 25 Throgmorton-st. 

Unitep GENERAL BREAD AND FLouR ComMPANy FOR PLyrMoutu, STONE- 
HOUSE, AND Devonport.—V. C. Wood, on Nov. 7, ordered this Com- 
pany to be absolutely wound up. 


Lowitep, iv BANKRUPTCY. 

Grovux's Improvep Soap Company (Limited).—Mr. Com. Fonblanque 
has appointed Dec. 2, at 11, in Basinghall-st., for receiving proofs of 
creditors of this Company. 

HovuseHoLpeRs’ GENUINE BreAD AND Fiour Company (Limited).—A 
petition for the winding up of this Company was presented to the Court 
of Bankruptcy, in London, on Noy. 16, which will be heard by Mr. 
Com. Holroyd on Dee. 2, at 11. 

Fripay, Nov. 20, 1857. 
UNLIMITED, IN CHANCERY. 

Fat Works AND WHEAL VIRTUE Minina Company.—V. C. Wood, on 
Nov. 11, ordered that this Company be absolutely wound up. 

Liverroot BorouGcH Banx.—A petition for the winding up of this Bank 
was presented to the Master of the Rolls, on Nov. 17, by Walter Fergus 
Macgregor, Andrew Wylie, and Anthony Bower, Engineers, all of 
Liverpool, and John Barnes Branker, Broker, Liverpool; which will be 
heard on Dec. 21.—Sharp, Field, & Jackson, 41 Bedford-row, agents for 
Lace, Marshall, Roscoe, & Gill, Sols. for Pet. 


Scotch Dequestratians. 
Tuespay, Nov. 17, 1857, 


Barrp, Jonny, Skinner and Wool Dealer, Silver Mills, Edinburgh. Nov. 
23, at 12; Dowells & Lyon's Rooms, 18 George-st., Edinburgh. Seg. 
Nov. 11. 

Borvanv, Wit114M, House Agent, 56 South Bridge-st., Edinburgh. Nov. 
20, at 2; Stevenson's Sale-rooms, 4 St. Andrew’'s-sq., Edinburgh. ~Seg. 
Nov. 12. 

Heater, Martin, Boot and Shoe Maker, George-st., Edinburgh. Nov. 
23, at 1; Dowells & Lyon's Rooms, George-st., Edinburgh. Seg. Nov. 13. 

MacponaLtp, Davip, MaLcoLm Macpoyatp, & Kopert MacponaLp 
(D. & J. Macdonald & Co.), Sewed Muslin Manufacturers, Glasgow, Lon- 
don, Manchester, Liverpool, and Belfast. Nov. 20, at 12; Faculty-hall, 
St. George's-pL, Glasgow. Seq. Nov. 11. 

M‘Dowacp, James, Boot and Shoe Maker, Glasgow. 
Globe Hotel, George-sq., Glasgow. Seg. Nov. 12. 

M‘Lxay, DanieL, Smith and Grocer, Springburn, Glasgow. Nov. 20, at 
12; Faculty-hall, St. George’s-pl., Glasgow. Seg. Nov. 12. 

Ropeer, Joun Prmrose, Commission Agent, Glasgow (a partner of the 
firm of W. Lang & Co., Commission Agents, Glasgow). Nov. 23, at 
12; Globe Hotel, George-sq., Glasgow. Seq. Nov. 12. 

Fripays, Nov, 2Q, 1857. 

Barr, James (James Barr & Co.), Cap Manufacturer, Glasgow and 
Paisley. Nov. 27, at 12; Faculty of Procurators’ Hall, St. George's-pL, 
Glasgow. Seq. Nov. 16. 

Mackenziz, Rosert, & James Ramsay, jun. (Mackenzie, Ramsay, & 
o )» _—— Dundee. Nov, 28, at 11; Royal Hotel, Dundee. Seg. 

ov. 

Orn, James, Grocer, 1 Green-st., Calton, Glasgow. Nov. 17, at 2; Crow 
Hotel, George’s-sq., Glasgow. Seg. Nov. 13. 


Nov. 24, at 12; 
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The completion of our edition of Statutes, with Index, &., 
the completion of the series of articles on “‘ The legisla 
tion of the Year,” and the General Index, will be published 
as a gratuitous Supplement to our First Volume as soon 
as possible. 

Subscribers’ Sepine may be bound on the following terms :— 
The JOURN. and REPORTER, in separate volumes, 
bound in cloth, 2s. 6d. per volume; half calf, 4s. 6d. per 
volume. Cloth covers can be supplied at 1s. 3d. each.— 
Orders to be sent to the Publisher, No. 59, Carey Street, 
Lincoln’s Inn, London, W.C. 

We cannot notice any communication unless accompanied by the 
name and address of the writer. 


*,* It is particularly requested that any error or delay in the 
transmission of this Journal to Subscribers may be immediately 
communicated to the Publisher. 
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PREFERENCE SHAREHOLDERS. 


The litigation just concluded between the preference 
and ordinary shareholders of the Great Northern Rail- 
way curiously illustrates the way in which commercial 
transactions on the largest scale are often conducted, 
without any definite understanding as to the meaning 
of the contracts entered into, or the legal rights of the 

arties concerned. Many millions have been invested 
in preference shares of the different railway companies, 
and yet, until the decision in the case of Henry v. The 
Great Northern Railway Company, it was a matter of 
doubt what were the rights which the holders were en- 
titled to claim. 

In the case of the Great Northern Railway Company, 
the certificates issued simply described the stock as so 
much £5 or £4 10s. Preference Stock, issued under the 
provisions of certain specified Acts of Parliament, with- 
out further explaining what was the nature of the pre- 
ference to which the subscribers of such shares were to 
be entitled. The Acts of Parliament—for there were 
several under which the issues took place—were almost 
as vague as the certificates themselves. They merely 
authorised the company to raise a certain amount of 
capital by shares, on which they might guarantee the 
payment of dividends, up to a certain per centage, in 
preference to the payment thereof on the ordinary 
shares of the Sr of The preference might mean 
that this class of shareholders was, on each division of 
profits, to receive its stipulated per centage, if the 
amount then available for dividend sufficed for the pur- 
pose ; but if not, to forego all claim to have the arrears 
of one year or half-year carried on to the next division. 
On the other hand, it was an equally admissible inter- 
pretation, that no dividend whatever should be paid to 
ordinary shareholders to the end of time, so long as any 
arrears, however old, remained unpaid to the holders 
of preference stock. ‘There is nothing whatever in the 
words either of the Acts of Parliament, or of the certifi- 
cates by which the stock was represented, to decide 
which of these two constructions is the correct one. 
So aoe as it was pretty certain that there would always 
be funds enough to pay the preference charges in fall, 
and to provide some dividend for the ordinary share- 
holders, no one cared to inquire what was the real 
meaning of the contract between the company and the 
favoured class of shareholders. But the frauds of Red- 
path made a gap in the regular half-yearly pay- 
ment of dividends, and then, for the first time, arose 
the question, whether the preference stock was to 
receive a full year’s dividend on the next half-yearly 
division before the ordinary shareholders were 
paid anything at all. The question whether the 





arrears of a single half-year were to be made up on 
the division for the next six months was not quite iden- 
tical with the general question whether all arrears of 
preference dividends were to be paid in priority to 
the ordinary shareholders; but both Vice-Chancellor 
Wood and the Lord Chancellor have founded their 
judgments on the larger view, and have expressly laid 
it down that such arrears constitute a perpetual pre- 
ferential charge on the divisible funds of the company 
until they have been paid in full. 

On the part of the preference shareholders very strong 
attacks have been made against their opponents for liti- 
gating a point which the City—or, at least, the Stock 
Exchange—had generally understood to be too clear for 
argument. But we think that, in this, some injustice 
has been done to the directors. 

The view of the Lord Chancellor, though adverse to 
the ordinary shareholders, was certainly not that the 
question was too clear for argument ; and the ground on 
which he mainly relied puts in the strongest light the 
ambiguity of the original contracts, and of the statutes 
on which they were founded. He expressly remarked 
that the term “ preference ” was an equivocal one. “It 
meant that a certain class of shareholders was to have 
some preference, but how far that preference extended 
was to be ascertained by other means.” The “ other 
means” of interpretation resorted to by the Chancellor 
—though, doubtless, a sound enough foundation for the 
judgment—were not such as a board of directors could 
fairly be expected to discover and act upon without the 
support of a binding decision. An indirect inference 
from the 122nd section of the Railways Clauses Con- 
solidation Act supplied the test to decide which of the 
conflicting interpretations was to be preferred. That 
clause authorised directors, before appropriating the 

rofits to be divided among the shareholders, to set aside, 
if they thought fit, such sum as they might deem proper 
to meet contingencies, or for enlarging, repairing, or 
improving the works connected with the undertaking, 
and to divide the balance only among the shareholders. 
It is obvious that, under this large discretion, 
it would be easy for directors of a company, 
whose average dividends might be far more than 
enough to cover the preference charges, so to accumu- 
late the cost of new works and the provision for 
contingencies upon a single year, as to reduce the divi- 
sible funds to an amount insufficient to pay the prefer- 
ence dividends in full. If the directors were, as they 
usually are, more interested in the ordinary than in 
the preference stock, they might be under a personal 
temptation to abuse the power intrusted to them, so as to 
mulct the preference shareholders of part of their divi- 
dends. They would, in fact, be placed in a position 
where their interest and their duty would be antagonis- 
tic. The only way to escape this consequence was, by 
holding the arrears of preference shares to be payable 
out of any fund which might in all time to come be 
available for dividends; and it was mainly on this 
ground, that the Court adopted the interpretation for 
which the preference shareholders contended. One 
sentence from the judgment contains the gist of the 
whole. ‘The Legislature could not have intended a 
state of things in which it would depend upon the 
directors whether the preference shareholders received 
a dividend or not.” Asa matter of fact, it is not very 
easy to say what the Legislature is, or is not, capable of 
intending; but as a maxim of judicial construction, 
nothing can be more obviously sound than to resist any 
interpretation of an ambiguous statute, which would 
lead to such an anomaly as the creation of a debt nomi- 
nally fixed and certain, but really dependent on the 
caprice of the very persons by whom it would have to be 
paid. As a practical settlement of the question, there is 
every reason to rejoice in the conclusion at which the 
Chancellor has arrived. Not only will preference shares 
becomea more certain, and, therefore, a better investment, 
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but directors will be freed from the inducement at one 
time to set aside a needlessly large sum for contin- 
gencies, and at another to declare dividends beyond 
what the assets fairly applicable to the purpose would 
warrant. It has of course never been suggested that 
the suspension of the half-year’s dividends in conse- 

uence of Redpath’s frauds, was a contrivance to pro- 

uce an irregularity by which the preference share- 
holders might be made to suffer for the benefit of the 
gencral body. But though no such scheme was charged 
in the present instance, it is impossible to say that it 
might never enter into the counsels of any of the present 
or future boards to which the railway property of the 
country is intrusted. At any rate it is satisfactory to 
know that a judicial decision has removed one of the 
many temptations to which men who sit at boards are 
always exposed, and which haye not always been 
effectually resisted. 

Besides the broad question which we have been con- 
sidering, and on which the decision is principally based, 
there was another point pees to the individual case, 
and without any general bearing on railway obligations 
and their legal consequences. Having a great question 
to try, we suppose this new point was thrown in as a 
make-weight ; and, certainly, if it had been the only 
matter open for discussion, we should have been in- 
clined to agree with the preference shareholders in 
condemning the litigious spirit of the Board. The 
company had got an Act legalising the application of a 
half-year’s dividend, then in hand, to the buying up of 
stock equal in amount to that which Redpath had 
fabricated. In passing this private Act Parliament was 
careful not to prejudice any question which might arise 
between the different classes of shareholders ; but no 
sooner does the case appear in court than an ingenious 
argument is built on a permissive clause in the Act to 
show that the Legislature designed thereby to curtail 
the privileges of the preference shareholders. Having 
got a substantial ground on which to argue, it was a pity 
that the directors did not abandon a narrow contention 
in which they could have had small hope of success, and 
which was sure to expose them, as it has done, to un- 
sparing, and not altogether undeserved, criticism. 


y. 
— 


STUDIES AND EXAMINATIONS OF ARTICLED 
CLERKS. 


There can, we think, be no doubt that the great body 
of the profession is prepared to accept with approval 
the institution of a preliminary examination for articled 
clerks. ‘The advantages are obvious and indisputable. 
It is greatly for the benefit of a solicitor, and indirectly 
for the benefit of the public, that he should have re- 
ceived a pood education, and that he should have 
brought the results of his education into a definite 
shape. An examination will oblige his parents to furnish 
him with the means of learning, and it will oblige him 
to learn to some purpose. The whole character of the 

rofession will be raised when no one can enter it unless 

e has turned his boyhood to some account; and thus 
the class, as well as the individual, will benefit by the 
arrangement. So far all are agreed. It is only when 
we come to particulars that differences obtrude them- 
selves. Weneed scarcely say that no person already 
articled will be subjected to any examination, except 
the legal one through which he has te pass prior to his 
admission, But when we come to think how the exa- 
mination should practically be carried on, many ques- 
tions arise which it is not easy to meet at once. We 
have to consider the subjects of examination, and the 
time and mode of examining, the date in a clerk’s 
career when the examination should take place, and the 
conditions under which the rules requiring an exa- 
mination should be either F yedesgp or wholly relaxed. 

In June last, as most of our readers are aware, the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society announced that 








———2 
they proposed ‘‘ to recommend to the judges to autho. 
rise an examination either before or during the articles 
of clerkship, or before admission, for the purpose of as- 
certaining that the candidate possessed an adequate 
knowledge of the Latin and French languages, and of 
English history, geography, arithmetic, and book. 
keeping.” The Council thus determiued the subjects 
of examination, but not the time. On the subjects we 
have little to remark, for they are as well chosen, pro- 
bably, as they could be, except, perhaps, that the re- 
quirement of book-keeping is of doubtful utility. It is 
required from candidates for admission to several of the 
departments of the civil service, but there has not, we be- 
lieve, been found much use in exacting it. Youths who 
have had no opportunity of keeping books practically are 
obliged to cram up a very small amount of information 
on the subject from printed works; and all cram 
specially got up for an examination is worse than use- 
less. But the proper time of examination is a most 
important question. We think that every considera- 
tion points to the expediency of establishing the general 
rule, that all clerks should be examined before they re- 
ceive their articles. An examination in general subjects 
ought to show that a young man is fitted to become a 
clerk—not that he has spent the time of his clerkship 
well, We think it probable that the Council, by leaving 
the time undecided, really meant to leave open the 
settlement of exceptional cases, not to throw any doubt 
on the general rule. It is easy to see that there might 
arise exceptional cases where the time of examination 
might possibly be deferred, out of consideration for the 
circumstances of an individual. We will even go fur- 
ther. We think it is possible that, in some few cases, 
as, for instance, where the long services of an able 
and honest man are rewarded by the gift of articles from 
his master, it would be better to dispense with the exa- 
mination altogether. It would be a great mistake to 
endanger the satisfactory working of the system by 
making it press too hardly on individuals, whom the 
common sense of the profession would wish to see ex- 
cepted from its operation. We think, therefore, that, 
somehow or other, there should be a dispensing power, 
to be jealously guarded and most cautiously exercised ; 
but that, unless in cases clearly exceptional, every 
future clerk not yet articled should be examined, prior 
to receiving his articles, in the subjects specified by the 
Council, 

The mode of conducting the examination ‘is also a 
matter that deserves to be attentively weighed. It 
would be a considerable hardship to impose on youn 
men the necessity of coming up to London for a wee 
in order to pass an examination. There are many 
parents to whom the expense would be an inconvenience, 
and many others who would see with reluctance their 
sons go to the metropolis for so long a time, with, per- 
haps, no friend to watch over their conduct, On the 
other hand, it is difficult to make the examinations local. 
It would be a serious drain on the funds of the Law 
Society to send down special examiners; and it is not 
easy to see how any scheme of transmitting papers by 
post could be substituted. In the Civil Service this is 
done, because candidates for local subordinate situations 
can always be referred to some official superior in the 
district, who can be charged with seeing the examina- 
tion properly conducted. But there would be no one 
to conduct the examination of a person wishing to enter 
a private profession, As a means of obviating the diffi- 
culty, we will venture to suggest that advantage might be 
taken of the new system of examinations on the point of 
being established by the Universities of Oxford and 
Cambridge for persons not members of the Universities. 
The programme of the Oxfor® examination was issued 
during the course of the present week, and from that we 

ather, that the examination of senior candidates—that 
is, of candidates between fifteen and eighteen years of 
age—will include questions in English literature, in lan- 
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es, and in mathematics; and that, under these 
eads, the several branches of knowledge specified in 
the Report of the Council of the Law Society are com- 
prised. The education of a clerk who had passed this 
examination would be unimpeachable; and we see no 
reason why persons who went through it, and obtained 
a certificate, should not be exempted from any other 
examination before receiving their articles. The exa- 
minations will be held, not only at the universities, 
but elsewhere, according to the convenience of candi- 
dates, and thus a machinery is provided which would 
relieve the Law Society from devising any plan of local 
examination. It must, of course, be left entirely to the 
tion of the candidate whether he would avail himself 
of the local examination offered by the Universities or 
come to London to pass through the examination held 
by the Law Society; and in the case of persons who 
had attained the age of eighteen, it would be indispen- 
sable that they should attend the London examination. 
We only offer this as a suggestion, The university 
scheme is in itself a novelty, and no one can tell as yet 
how it will work ; but if it succeeds, its success may 
come in aid of the exertions of the Council of the Law 
Society to ensure to the public the great benefit of a 
— important professional class being adequately edu- 
cated. 


» = 


Legal Nets. 


PREROGATIVE COURT.—WNov. 23. 
(Before Sir J. Dopson.) 
THE SENIOR DEPUTY REGISTRAR, 


At the conclusion of a motion made by Dr. Appams, and 
assented to by the Court, for the granting of letters of adminis- 
tration under circumstances raising no question of any interest 
or importance, ‘ 

Mr. C. Dynetxy, the Senior Deputy Registrar, was about to 
read a statement in explanation of the delay which had taken 
place in the matter in question, but was not allowed to proceed 
by the Court. 

The learned JupGE observed, that if Mr. Dyneley had any 
complaint to make he should do it in writing, and the Court, 
after hearing both sides, would decide the case if it were brought 
forward in time; if not, it must go over to the new Court. 

At a later hour of the day, the cases of Stephenson and of 
Beare, in which charges and counter charges were made by 
Mr. Crosse and Mr. Pritchard, two of the proctors of the court, 
against Mr. Dyneley, and by Mr. Dyneley against those two 
gentlemen, were called on. In the first case, Mr. Crosse stated 
that he had not been able to give in his answer to the complaint 
of Mr. Dyneley, inasmuch as Mr. Dyneley had not furnished 
him with a copy of the complaint. Mr. Dyneley then said that 
the reason of his omission to do so was that the minute of the 
proceedings, on the last occasion when the case came before the 
Court, had been falsely entered in the register by Mr. Gostling, 
the sitting deputy registrar, whom he further charged with 
having made the entry wilfully and collusively. This charge 
was immediately denied by Mr. Gostling, who asked to be 
allowed an opportunity of answering it. In the course of a 
rather long discussion, 

Mr. Dyneey, with great warmth, expressed his conviction 
that the object of the attacks to which he had been subjected 
was to prevent him from occupying the position he had a right 
to hold in the new office about to be established. He appealed 
to the Court to allow him to protect his character, which was 
now assailed, after he had held office for thirty-three years, and 
he submitted that the Court had not afforded him the protection 
to which he was entitled. 

Sir Joun Dopson supposed that Mr. Dyneley was now 
making a complaint against the Court. He had no objection at 
all to that course being taken, if it was done in a proper manner 
before a superior tribunal; but if Mr. Dyneley had charges to 
prefer against other persons, he must reduce those charges to 
writing, and give the parties accused an opportunity of answer- 
ing them. 

The result of the discussion was that Mr. Dyneley was as- 
signed to deliver copies of his charges to the persons against 





COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH.—WNov. 26. 
Hali v. Taylor. 

Mr. Atherton, Q.C., and Mr. T. Jones appeared for the plaintiff, 
and Mr. Welsby for the defendant. 
The plaintiff in this action, Henry Hall, was a solicitor at 
Ashton-under-Line; and he sued the defendant, George Taylor, 
the clerk to the Staleybridge Improvement Commissioners, to 
recover a sum of from £600 to £700, the amount of the 
plaintiffs professional charges for business done for the commis- 
sioners, from the month of May, 1855, to the month of May, 
1857. It appeared from the opening statement of Mr. Atherton, 
that the Staleybridge Commissioners were twenty-one in 
number, and the whole of them went out of office annually, but 
were eligible to be re-elected. The commissioners chosen in 
May, 1855, appointed the plaintiff to be their clerk, and this 
appointment was renewed by the commissioners chosen in May, 
1856; but in May, 1857, he was removed by the commis- 
sioners who were then chosen. After the election in 1855, 
objections were made to the validity of the election of the com- 
missioners, and proceedings were taken in this court by manda- 
mus to have a new election, which, in fact, took place in July, 
1855. A scrutiny was had, avd the commissioners ratified 
the plaintiff's appointment. The plaintiff had done the busi- 
ness, for which he now sought to recover, between May, 1855, 
and May, 1857, and he brought his action against the present 
clerk to the commissioners. 
Mr. Welsby admitted the facts as opened, and said three 
questions would be raised: first, whether the plaintiff 
could maintain any action at all, upon the ground, that, as the 
expenses were all charged upon the rates, a mandamus was the 
proper remedy ; secondly, whether the present commissioners 
were liable to be sued, as they were not a continuing body ; and 
thirdly, whether the duties in respect of which the plaintiff's 
claim was made were not covered by his salary ? 
Lord CAMPBELL said, he had taken a note of the facts, and 
he would reserve those three questions of law for the opinion of 
the Court. The bill, if necessary, might afterwards be referred 
to the Master. 

Verdict for the plaintiff, subject to the opinion of the Court 
on the points of law. 

COURT OF EXCHEQUER.—Nov. 16. 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius, before Mr. Baron Martin 
and Common Juries.) 


Seale v. Burford. 


This was an action brought against the widow of an attorney 
upon a promissory note for £50, made by her in favour of Mr. 
Cubitt, an upholsterer, and indorsed by Cubitt to the plaintiff, _ 
a banker, or loan and discount-office keeper, in Leicester-square. 

The defence was, that Cubitt had fraudulently obtained the 
note of Mrs. Burford, and that Seale knew of the fraud. 

Mrs. Burford said she was the widow of a solicitor, who 
carried on business in King’s Bench-walk, Temple. He had a 
long illness and died, leaving her in very reduced cireumstances. 
After his death she wished to remove her furniture to a house 
where she could let furnished lodgings. She was introduced to 
Cubitt, and went with him to see a house. Cubitt said he 
should expect £5 if he took a house that would suit her. She 
saw a house she liked, took it, and subsequently paid him the 
£5. On the 21st of July, she went with Cubitt to a solicitor’s. 
They got out at Chancery-lane, and he said, before going to 
the solicitor’s, he wanted her to go somewhere and sign a paper for 
him. She went toa coffee-house in Fleet-street, and he there 
produced a piece of paper, and, covering it with his hand, asked 
her to sign it, which she did. The note produced in this action 
was what she signed. After signing it, he gave her a piece of 
paper, and desired her to put it in her purse. The piece of paper 
which he gave her she did not read until the next day. It was 
signed “‘ R. Cubitt,” and addressed to witness. “I undertake, 
on your executing a bill of sale on your goods and chattels, to 
return to you a bill of exchange for £50, as security for rent 
and covenants, and rent due.” She went to the landlord, who 
said he did not look to Cubitt for the rent or repairs; “ he was 
not a respectable man.” Seeing she had done wrong to 

the note, she went to Cubitt and told him he was not liable for 
her rent, and requested him to give back the note. Cubitt 
promised to return it the next day, and repeated the promise 
to return it subsequently. The next intimation about it was 
notice of action from the plaintiff. She went to his place of 
business in Leicester-square, a loan and discount office, and 
said she did not owe Cubitt any money, and did not understand 
the affair. He said Cubitt was a customer of his, and he should 








whom they were made. 


look to her for payment. 
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Mr. Henry James addressed the jury for the defendant, 
contending that Seale had had notice of Cubitt’s fraud, and that 
the evidence of Seale’s having given value for the note was 
most unsatisfactory. 

Mr. Baron Martin, in summing up, said it was proved 
beyond the possibility of doubt that Mrs. Burford had been 
swindled out of the note by Cubitt; but that was no answer to 
this action if the note were taken for value and without notice 
of the fraud by which it had been obtained. If, however, the 
note was not taken bond fide by Seale, and Seale sued really for 
Cubitt, their verdict should be for the defendant. 

Verdict for the defendant. 





BAIL COURT.—Nov. 25. 
(Before Mr Justice Crompton.) 
Ex parte Welsh. 


Mr. Kingdon moved that the service of this young gentleman 
should date from the time of the date of the articles. The cir- 
cumstances were these :—Welsh was apprenticed to a chemist, 
but his health was bad, and he was obliged to give it up. He 
did uothing for twelve months, and then was articled to his 
father as an attorney; but, as there were doubts whether his 
health would permit him to continue the service, the articles 
were not stamped. He had served nearly two years, and, as his 
health had improved, it was now sought to stamp the articles, 
and the present application was made. The motion was made 
yesterday, when Mr. Justice Crompton said he would consult 
the other judges. 

Mr. Justice CRompron now said that he had consulted the 
other judges, and, although there might be some hardship in 
the case, yet they all were of opinion that the application could 
not be granted, otherwise it would operate as a stamp upon the 
admission and not upon the articles, because in all cases chance 
might be taken of the party dying or not serving the whole of 
his time, and the revenue might thereby be defrauded. 

Application refused. 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner Hotroyp.) 
In re B. W. A. Sleigh.—Nov. 24. 


This was the first meeting for the proof of debts and appoint- 
ment of assignees under the bankruptcy of Burrows Willcocks 
Arthur Sleigh, described as a newspaper proprietor, of 253, 
Strand, although it appears Mr. Sleigh ceased to be a newspaper 
proprietor some months back. 

The petitioning creditor is Mr. T. B. B. Stevens, solicitor, of 
No. 18, Adam-street, Adelphi, whose debt is 1401. 19s. 5d., 
balance of a bill of costs, bankrupt having paid 12/. 8s. off the 
same. The items are chiefly made up of conferences, and sums 
expended upon ascertaining whether Mr. Sleigh’s pretensions 
would be acceptable at Leominster, Midhurst, and Boston; also 
for communications with creditors, and, in one instance, threat- 
ening legal proceedings against a well-known baronet for non- 
payment for advertisements. 

Mr. Young (on behalf of Major Walker) doubted whether pro- 
ceedings under the adjudication of bankruptcy would be valid. 
There had been a sequestration of the bankrupt’s estate in Scot- 
land. The bankrupt, however, had failed to establish the requi- 
site forty days’ residence in Scotland, and the sequestration had 
lapsed, but not until after the present adjudication had been 
made. 

The Commissioner intimated a strong opinion that the bank- 
ruptey would be maintained. If Mr. Young, however, thought 
otherwise, the proper course was to proceed by a petition to set 
aside the adjudication. 

Mr. Norton, for the bankrupt, objected to a proof for £600 by 
Major Walker. The bankrupt had sold Major Walker a news- 
paper, The British Army Gazette. Major Walker subsequently 
brought an action for the recovery of the purchase-money. The 
bankrupt being at the time in expectation of obtaining a seat in 
Parliament very unwisely consented to a judge's order against 
him for £900. That had been subsequently commuted by 
agreement into a lesser sum, and part of which had been paid. 
Under these circumstances it was contended that the proof must 
be reduced to the lesser sum. 

The ComMIssIONER admitted the proof for the amount claimed, 
the agreement to the contrary not having been carried out, and 
Major Walker was appointed assignee. 





(Before Mr. Commissioner FonsLanque. )}—Nov. 20. 
In re The Metropolitan Bread Company Limited. 
This was a meeting under a winding-up order obtained under 





the Joint-Stock Companies Act, 1856, to settle the list of con- 
tributories of this company. 

Mr. W. Lewis (Wilmington-square) appeared for creditors; 
and Mr. Lawrance and Mr. Armstrong for alleged contributories. 

The case gave rise to a protracted discussion, and resulted in 
a judgment of great importance to creditors of companies formed 
on the principle of limited liability. It was agreed that the 
“Memorandum of Association,” setting forth the names of at 
least six persons desirous to obtain shares in the proposed com- 
pany, and the number and value of such shares, was decisive as 
to their liability to the amount therein set forth; but it was held 
that the words of the 19th section of the Act—viz. “ That no 
person shall be deemed a contributor whose name does not appear 
on the register of shareholders,” relieved all other shareholders, 
whatever other evidence might be given of their being such. In 
this case the company had obtained a certificate of registration, 
which authorised it to issue shares, and one of the requirements 
of the Limited Liability Act is, that a company shall keep a 
register of its shareholders. Here only a list of the shareholders 
had been made in a book by the secretary, under the directions 
of the managing director. There was not affixed either the 
signature of a shareholder or the company’s seal. The Com- 
missioner held that this could not be considered a register within 
the meaning of the Act. He further held that the 19th section 
must be strictly construed. It was urged that if this was the 
law in respect to limited liability companies, it was only for 
shareholders to fail to keep a register, and creditors were with- 
out any legal remedy whatever. They could not sue individual 
shareholders. That was on all hands agreed. Their only 
remedy was by obtaining a winding-up order against the com- 
pany. That obtained, this failure to keep a register oxonerated 
shareholders. The Commissioner pointed out that the share- 
holders might be either proceeded against criminally for having 
failed to perform one of the conditions of incorporation, or that 
an action at common law might be sustained against individuals 
as if the company was not formed under the Limited Liability 
Act. To this it was replied that the certificate of incorporation, 
as actually received, and the register, such as it was, as actually 
kept, but which the Court held to be no register at all, would 
be a good defence. The shareholders, it was further urged, 
could not, at the present stage of proceedings, take advantage of 
their own wrong in keeping an imperfect or illegal register 
contrary to the statute. 

His Honour adhered to his decision, and the six or seven 
persons only whose names appeared on the ‘ Memorandum of 
Association ” were held to be contributories. 





INSOLVENT DEBTORS COURT.—WNov. 19. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner Pariutps). 
In re R. S. M. Sprye. 


Mr. W. Williams applied for a rule nisi on Mr. Sturgis, the 
provisional assignee, to show cause why the bill of costs due to 
Messrs. Prichard & Collette should not be paid out of the 
sum of £5,000 in court. Mr. Sprye had recovered £10,900 of 
a Mr. Porter, which the creditors of an old insolvency of Mr. 
Sprye claimed, but it was arranged that the money should be 
divided. A sum of £5,000 had been paid into court, and 
Messrs. Prichard & Collette considered they had a lien on the 
fund. An affidavit was produced of the facts. 

Mr. Lewis (Lewis & Lewis) remarked that Messrs. Prichard 
& Collette had been paid their costs as between party and 
party. 

Mr. Commissioner Pxriiips considered that sufficient had 
been stated to call on the other side to show cause, and he 
granted a rule nisi, remarking that in this case he should call 
in the assistance of Mr. Commissioner Murphy. 

Rule nist accordingly. 


In re Mary Ann Christian. 


The case of this insolvent, in which a complaint was made 
against Mr. Joseph Olive, an attorney of the court, was fixed 
for further hearing, and attracted a crowded auditory. 

Mr. Lewis (Lewis & Léwis) appeared to support the complaint, 
and Mr. Reed for Mr. Olive. 

On the cause being called, it was ascertained that a person 
named Levison, whose wife had arrested the insolvent, was 
not in attendance. The insolvent partner had been arrested 
on the last occasion, and was now in court. Since the case 
was before the Court, Levison had sent the insolvent her dis- 
charge ; but she had not been discharged from custody, and a 
bond fide creditor had taken proceedings in order to detain her 
and expedite her application to the Court. 
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Levison was sent for, and the Commissioner waited some 
time for his attendance. He said he considered it was a very 
important case. Olive had not subpeenaed Levison; and Mr. 
Reed said, as he had not been treated as he ought to have 
been, he should retire from the case; on which he was com- 
plimented by the Court. te 

Mr. Olive was put into the box, and it was elicited from 
him that he had sent to 27, Drury-lane, and Levison was not 
there. On being pressed, Mr. Olive admitted that out of the £11 
he had received from the insolvent, he had lent Mrs. Levison 
£3. He meant to swear it was a loan. He also admitted 
that out of the £5 paid to Mr Marshall for the bail, that person 
gave him 25s. for the introduction. He did not think it was 
80s. Mr. Olive further said, he did not recollect that Levison 
said, when the discharge was made out, he was getting them 
all into a scrape. 

Mr. Commissioner Puiixies expressed his intention to lay 
the case before the other Commissioners. The matter con- 
cerned every one who heard him. What could be thought 
of an attorney taking 25s. for bail, and his own clerk pre- 
venting the bail from coming ? 

The case was then adjourned to the 24th, when, Levison 
being still absent, the Commissioner expressed his determination 
to bring the case before the other Commissioners. 





FROOM v. ASHDOWN AND OTHERS. 

The following letter appeared in the Times of Wednesday 
last :— 

Srr,—In your report of this case you have attributed certain 
expressions to Mr. Justice Erle which, if unexplained, are 
calculated to operate prejudicially to myself as plaintiff in the 
action. The fact as proved at the trial was, that the company 
was projected and very nearly formed long before I was retained 
as their solicitor. In no sense was I a projector, though it is 
true that, so far as regards the defendants Ashdown and Young, 
I was in some degree a party to their joining the direction. All 
the other defendants had joined the undertaking before it was 
introduced to me. 

I have, it is true, been defeated in the action, it being 
the opinion of their Lordships that the defendants were not 
individually liable, and that I must look to the company in 
its corporate capacity. To that judgment I must submit. But 
this case is another illustration of the glorious uncertainty of 
the law; for, having at the outset brought my action against 
the company, to which action the company pleaded its non- 
liability, I was advised by a special pleader of the highest 
standing in the law that I had no remedy against the company 
in its corporate capacity, but that the defendants were personally 
liable. 

I may add, that. besides the £200, the subject of the present 
action, I have never received from the defendants, either as 
a company or individuals, one shilling on account of my pro- 
fessional services or the fees paid out of pocket for registration, 
and with two exceptions I believe the directors have not to 
this day paid up any part of their qualification. 

Upon the above statement I think it will be manifest that 
Mr. Justice Erle’s observations are not applicable to me.—I 
remain, Sir, your obedient servant, CuARLES P. Froom. 





LAWYERS AND LAW REFORM. 


In one of his series of letters on Lawyers and Law Reform, Mr. 
Joshua Williams devotes a chapter to the important subject of 
“Transfer of Land.” Mr. Williams contends, that, so long as 
the present system of mortgage, charge, settlement, and be- 
quest remains, no material change for the better will ever take 
place. He suggests, however, that the present complex system 
of stamping legal documents should be abolished, or at least 
that a small stamp, say half-a-crown, should be put upon every 
deed. The learned writer also admits that the law of mortgage 
might be simplified, and the machinery of settlements rendered 
more simple and intelligible; but how, and in what manner, 
these desirable results are to be achieved, we are left completely 
in the dark. With reference to conveyancing reform, we think 
silence the most becoming course on the part of those who prac- 
tise in this branch of the profession. We have for some time 
been of opinion that the greatest reforms in our law of real pro- 
perty might be effected by the conveyancers themselves. They 
have it in their power to confer on the country far more import- 
ant and real benefits than any which the Legislature can bestow. 
The best and most sure reform is that which comes from within. 
We speak advisedly, and without fear of contradiction, when we 
declare that much of the difficulty and technicality attendant on 





our present system of real property law are attributable to the 
narrow views and bigoted notions of the conveyancers. The 
embryo conveyancer has no fear of the Court of Chancery or of 
Westminster Hall; but the tribunal he trembles to meet is that, 
of Messrs. A., B., C., D., &c., eminent conveyancers, strong in 
the traditions of centuries, and ever ready, and we fear also too 
often willing, to raise all kinds of moot points and objections, 
not a tithe, perhaps, of which will ever reach the courts, or, if 
they ever came there, would be treated as trifling and absurd. 
A great deal has been done, we are glad to admit, towards 
amending the old system of conveyancing. One eminent con- 
veyancer, Mr. Christie, when examined before a real property 
commission, declared he never knew a client who objected to a 
short deed. Our real property system contains within itself 
the elements of true reform; but a strong will and a stern sense 
of public duty are necessary to effect such a result. Had both 
branches of the profession combined to render the system of 
conveyancing conformable to the changing wants and circum- 
stances of the country, then, with the very occasional assist- 
ance of the Legislature, our code of real property law would 
have been found equal to the occasions of this great mercantile 
country. No cry for reform would then have been heard. 
Schemes like that for the registration of deeds would not have 
been necessary. Such radical changes serve indeed to illumine 
the public path for awhile with a false light, but only to leave 
it again in more complete darkness. We are too much accus- 
tomed to find an excuse for the errors of the present in the his- 
tory of the past. This has been the custom with reference to 
conveyancing. Whatever changes may be enacted, even by 
the Legislature of the present day, aided as it is by the experi- 
ence of the past, in so pliable a system as that of real property 
law, much must always depend on the good faith with which 
such changes are carried into effect by both branches of the 
profession.—Abridged from the Law Review. 





RESPONSIBILITY OF SOLICITORS. 


We think it our duty to call the attention of the profession 
generally to a case tried at the Fall Assizes for the county of 
Simcoe before Mr. Justice Hagarty. 

As questions of law arising out of the suit have yet to be 
argued and decided by the Court, we refrain at present from 
offering any opinion thereon, and confine ourselves to a mere 
statement of the facts. 

The suit was brought by one John Ross against John Strathy, 
as an attorney, for negligence and want of due care and know- 
ledge in making search into the title to five acres of land, 
which plaintiff was at the time of the alleged retainer about 
purchasing from one Perry, and which he afterwards did pur- 
chase on the faith, as it was averred, of the representations as 
to title made by defendant. 

It appeared that, in 1852, the Sheriff of the county of Simcoe 
sold three acres of land belonging to the said Perry, for taxes. 
In 1854 (before the three years then allowed for redemption 
had expired) Perry agreed to sell to plaintiff five acres, 
including the three above mentioned, for £25 an acre, and 
plaintiff ‘‘ employed and retained defendant to look after the 
matter and get him a good title.” Defendant made search in 
the registry office, and found that the title as there shown was 
clear; and the purchase was accordingly completed. In 1857, 
one William Graham, the purchaser at the sheriff’s sale, took 
out his deed, and recorded it, thereby becoming the absolute 
owner of the land. 

The plaintiff having re-sold the five acres, a search was 
made, and the sale for taxes became, for the first time, known 
to the plaintiff, who brought his action against the defendant, 
to recover the damages sustained by him consequent upon 
the loss of the three acres. In defence, both the negligence and 
retainer were denied—and questions as to what would consti- 
tute the former, and be sufficient proof of the latter, were 
reserved—and the only one left to the jury was that of damages. 
A verdict was given in favour of the plaintiff for £90. 

Whatever be the result of this suit—whether the verdict be 
sustained or not, it conveys a lesson by which the profession 
should profit. The responsibility which persons assume when 
they take upon themselves the duty of advising a purchaser as 
to whether or not the title of a vendor is perfect and free from 
incumbrances, does not appear to be sufficiently comprehended. 
It would seem to us to be advisable in all cases to have a perfect 
understanding, evidenced by writing, of the exact nature and 
extent of the services required to be performed by the party 
retained. A strict attention to this precaution may save the 
loss of thousands of pounds. 
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We believe that searches in the office of the register and 
sheriff are all that it is customary to make; and at the trial, 
several legal gentlemen who were examined gave evidence to 
that effect. 

The learned judge also said, he was free to confess, that, in a 
long practice, he had never made a search in the treasurer’s office 
—and that he had no hesitation in mentioning this to the jury, 
as the sole question was that of damages. 

We may have occasion to refer to the matter again; but as a 
further precaution, we would now remind our professional readers 
of the existence of the statute, whereby lands are to be bound 
by the registration in the office of the Clerk of the Court of 
Queen’s Bench at Toronto, of any instrument creating a debt to 
the Crown (14 & 15 Vict. c. 9).—Canada Law Journal. 





Henry A. Templer, Esq., solicitor, has been elected Mayor of 
Bridport for the ensuing year. 


Henry Zachariah Jervis, convicted of obtaining money upon 
false pretences of acting as a solicitor, was, on Wednesday last, 
sentenced to eight months’ imprisonment, with hard labour. 


The case of the shareholders in Cameron’s Steam Coal Com- 
pany, who were released by the directors from the liabilities of 
the company, is to be taken in the ensuing session on appeal to 
the House of Lords. 


In the case of the Royal British Bank Directors, the counsel 
for the Crown have consented to strike out all the general 
counts in the indictment. They have further consented to 
postpone the trial until after Hilary Term, in order to give the 
defendants the time necessary for the preparation of their 
defence. These arrangements have met with the expressed 
approbation of the judges in the Court of Queen’s Bench. 


A meeting of the shareholders of the Borough Bank at Liver- 
pool was held on Tuesday last, at Liverpool, when the following 
resolutions were adopted :—‘ That, in case the resolutions passed, 
and proceedings taken at the general meeting on the 10th of 
November inst., and, by adjournment, on the 12th of November 
inst., or if any of such resolutions or proceedings shall for any 
formal or other reason be irregular or void, the same, or such of 
them, or such part of them as shall be so irregular or void, shall 
be deemed and taken as having been, and the same are hereby 
respectively resolved, adopted, and passed at this meeting.” 
“‘ That all acts and proceedings done and taken by the liquida- 
tors, at the adjourned general meeting held on the 12th Novem- 
ber inst., be, and the same are hereby, adopted and confirmed. 


It may be stated as a fact of some importance in connection 
with the forthcoming legal changes, that Mr. Serjeant Byles 
was retained in the case of the defendants in the British Bank 
trials, and that he had already received fees to the extent of 
some hundreds of pounds. These fees he returned on Saturday 
last, and retired from the case. From this fact a very fair in- 
ference may be drawn that the learned gentleman has been 
offered and has accepted the judgeship, although nothing has 
been officially announced upon the point. Mr. Serjeant Byles 
has for many years had an enormous practice, and has been 
the acknowledged leader of the Court of Common Pleas. He is 
a Conservative in politics, and during the corn-law agitation 
wrote a volume in defence of ‘ Protection,” which, at the time, 
received great attention, and was frequently quoted in Par- 
liamentary discussions. 


Amelia Bridgeman, aged 22, a miserable-looking female, with 
a child in her arms, residing at 30, Verulam-street, Gray’s-inn- 
road, a needlewoman, was charged at the Clerkenwell Police- 
court, on Tuesday, with stealing, from the offices, No. 6, Gray’s- 
inn-place, on or about the 14th of October last, a quantity of 
law documents, of the value of £600, the property of Mr. Henry 
Braddon, solicitor. The prisoner had been in the employ of the 
prosecutor, as a laundress, for about two years, her mother 
having had the same situation before her for many years. 
About three weeks since, the pr tor had to go to 
one of his boxes for some deeds, when he found it nearly empty. 
His suspicions being aroused, he made a further search, and 
found that a large quantity of valuable papers and deeds had 
been removed, and the place entirely stripped. When the pri- 
soner called the next morning he accused her of the robbery : 
she at first most stoutly denied any knowledge of the 
transaction, but afterwards admitted that she had taken some of 
the papers, and sold them at the shops, at 1d. per pound, 
Amongst the things which were stolen were some deeds which 
were very valuable, and the loss to the prosecutor was, he stated, 
incalculable, Some of the papers had been recovered, but there 








was still a large quantity missing.—Mr. Braddon said, that he 
did not wish to punish the woman severely; all that he wanted 
was his papers back.—The prisoner admitted that she had taken 
some of the papers, but added, that Mr. Braddon had been told 
where she had sold them, and had got them nearly all back. 
Mr. Corrie remanded the prisoner until Monday next. 


At the Southwark Police-court, on Monday, Thomas Stowell, 
who was tried and convicted at the Surrey Sessions twelve 
months ago for perjury, attended before Mr. Combe to apply for 
summonses against Mr. Bingham, a solicitor, and Mr. Watson, 
the landlord of the Newington Arms, King-street, Walworth, 
for perjury. Stowell stated that twelve months ago he was 
tried at the Newington sessions and sentenced to twelve months’ 
imprisonment for perjury. At the trial he did all he could to 
produce evidence at the time to prove his innocence, but unfor- 
tunately it had no effect, and he was unjustly convicted. The 
charges against him were as follow :—Mrs. Penny, the landlady 
of the Newington Arms, wished for a licence for music, &c., and 
applied to Stowell to transact the legal portion of the business. 
He undertook it in the name of a solicitor of the name of Bing- 
ham, who practised at the Lambeth Police-court ; but when the 
sessions took place Mrs. Penny was not represented, and after- 
wards Stowell was prosecuted for perjury and convicted. 
Stowell now appeared before his worship to state that he had 
been unjustly convicted; that the perjury was committed by 
other parties and not by him. At the time, he was a lawful 
clerk to Mr. Bingham, and served the notices for Mrs. Penny. 
He produced copies of them signed by Mr. Bingham. The latter 
at the sessions swore he was not his clerk, and that he never 
authorised him to receive the £2 expenses; and now he could 
prove the authority. Mr. Combe, after carefully examining all 
the documents, and hearing Stowell’s complaint upon oath, 
granted the summons, 


»™ 


Che French Tribunals. 


A case of the greatest interest to the commercial world was 
decided on Wednesday last by the Tribunal of Commerce, at 
Paris. It arose out of the present commercial crisis at New 
York, and the facts were these :—Messrs. Sheppard & Gebbort, 
of New York, having given a large order to Messrs. Appold & 
Shultless, merchants, of Lyons, for goods, they opened a credit 
for them of 125,000 francs at the bank of Messrs. Rougemont 
de Lowemberg & Co., of Paris. The latter firm agreed to open 
the credit, and they sent to Messrs. Appold & Shultless a formal 
notification to that effect. In compliance with the order, the 
Lyons firm sent 100,000 francs worth of goods to New Yor, 
and they drew bills on the banking firm of Rougemont for that 
amount, which were duly accepted. Subsequently the Messrs, 
Appold & Shultless drew two other bills for the remaining 
25,000 francs of goods supplied to the New York firm, which 
they had forwarded. The banking firm of Messrs. Rougemont 
& Co. refused to accept the latter bills, on the ground that they 
had received advices, owing to the commercial crisis, from New 
York giving contrary directions. Messrs. Appold & Shultless 
brought an action before the Tribunal of Commerce against the 
bankers, in order to compel them to accept the bills. The 
plaintiffs urged that they had sent the goods to New York 
solely on the strength of the notification of the defendant that 
a credit of 125,000 francs was opened to them. The Tribunal 
decided that Messrs. Rougemont & Co., the defendants, should 
accept the bills within forty-eight hours. 











A rather important decision, as affecting merchants and fo- 
reigners, was given on Monday last by the Tribunal of Commerce, 
at Paris. The facts were shortly these :—Monsieur Rougemont 
de Lowemberg, a well-known banker, brought an action against 
Messrs. Ochse, Cohen, & Hyams, English merchants, formerly 
of Australia, but now of Paris, to obtain payment of 13,703 
francs, the amount of some bills of exchange accepted by them, 
and made payable at the Bank of Australia on the 14th and 
24th of September, and 14th of October, of last year. The bills 
were drawn by Messrs. Boyd & Co., of Melbourne, who are also 
English merchants. It appeared in evidence that the plaintiff 
had given no consideration for the bills. They had been in- 
dorsed to him after they had been df¥honoured, and, as the de- 
fendants had come to reside in Paris, it was thought that the 
plaintiff would be able to enforce payment. The Tribunal de- 
cided, taking into consideration all the fa¢ts of the case, that, as 
the bills had been drawn and accepted by foreigners, and made 
payable abroad, they were without jurisdiction in the case, and 
they therefore dismissed it with costs. 
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A novel point with regard to forgery was raised, on Tuesday, 
in the Court of Assizes, Paris. An elderly man, named Sav- 
reux, of very respectable appearance, was placed at the bar 
charged with forgery. It appeared that he was a commission 
agent, and some weeks ago he endeavoured to obtain the arrest 
of @ foreigner named Mollet for the non-payment of a bill of 
exchange of £850 drawn by that person, at Southampton, in 
England, which bill had been indorsed by one Bitiotti, to 
the accused. When Savreux attempted to recover the money, 
Mollet tuok objection to the form of the bill, alleging that he 
had net regularly indorsed it, inasmuch as it bore these words 
simply, “‘Pay to the order of M. Savreux,” without date or 
name of place. Savreux then supplied the omission with 
the words “Leghorn, June 25th, 1857;” and that, it was 
urged, constituted the forgery.” For the defence, it was con- 
tended that no forgery had been committed, inasmuch as the 
bill being due, no fraudulent intention could exist; and that he 
had simply supplied an omission, which was a thing regularly 
done in commerce, and even by the Bank of France. The pri- 
soner was acquitted. 

A revolting case occupied the attention of the Court of Assizes 
of the Drome, on Monday last. We are induced to give it as 
evidencing the class of offences which French juries seem unwill- 
ing to view in any other light save that of homicide. A 
peasant woman named Rodet, possessed of some land at La 
Roche Saint Secret, and a farmer named Froment, of the same 
village, were tried for the murder of the woman’s husband. 
The unfortunate deceased, who was much older than the woman, 
married her twelve years ago, after having previously lived with 
her six years. About a couple of years ago, she formed an 
adulterous connection with Froment, which she carried on in the 
most shameless manner, without even making an attempt to 
disguise it from her daughter or her husband. The poor old 
man frequently complained, but the guilty pair were accustomed 
on these occasions to beat him in the most cruel manner. It 
was proved in the evidence, that, one day when he was in a 
rage, he flung a basin of soup over Froment, and the woman 
retorted by flinging a plate in his face, which inflicted a deep 
gash near the eye; and then, after beating him, they made him 
kneel down and lick the stains of the soup from off Froment’s 
clothes. It was further proved that they often, in the night, 
turned him out of doors, and left him shivering in the cold till 
the morning. At length, they fastened him in a bed-room, and 
kept him there a close prisoner, going up frequently to beat him 
with thick sticks, sometimes separately, sometimes together, and 
not giving him sufficient food. At last, on the 29th of July 
the woman went to the mayor of the village, and told him 
that she had just found the dead body of her husband lying in 
a ravine; and she represented, that, having escaped by the 
window from the chamber in which he had been confined, he 
must have thrown himself down the ravine. On examination, 
it appeared that there were no traces of his having been 
at the top of the ravine, or of his having got from the 
window. In fact, from his great age, and from the ill- 
treatment which he endured, it was almost impossible that 
he could have walked so far. The clothes of his bed 
were found to be stained with blood; and in a tub, filled 
with water, were found some articles of Froment’s dress, which 
had just been washed, probably to remove traces of blood. The 
daughter of the deceased stated that her mother and her in- 
famous paramour had jointly beaten the old man until he ex- 
pired, and had then carried his body from the house. Notwith- 
standing all these circumstances, the jury declared both prisoners 
guilty, not of murder, but of manslaughter, and the Court 
sentenced them to hard labour for life. 








Two decisions by the Tribunal of Correctional Police are 
worth recording as exemplifying the nature of the laws which 
regulate the press in France. They were given in two different 
actions brought against the Cotemporain newspaper. In the 
first instance, Monsieur Mirés, the well-known financier, think- 
ing his character affected by an article, sued the editor and 
printer for damages, and prayed punishment in addition for the 
civil wrong inflicted upon him. The Tribunal, considering his 
prayer just, sentenced the editor, Monsieur Mirecourt, to three 
months’ imprisonment, 300 francs fine, and to pay as damages 
to Monsieur Mirés 8,000 francs. The printer, Blondeau, was 
sentenced to fifteen days’ imprisonment, 100 francs fine, and 500 
francs damages. The other trial of the same parties was for 
the publication of false news, and for having continued the pub- 
lication of their journal notwithstanding they had received two 
notices with condemnations, which bring with them the sup- 
pression of the publication, The Tribunal condemned the de- 





fendants to a fine of 50 francs each for the false news, and 500 
francs for each of the ten numbers they published after it was 
their duty to have discontinued their journal. 

As a pendant to the two preceding cases, we may add, that a 
man, named Hamon, was tried before the same tribunal, on 
Saturday last, for having spread false news calculated to disturb 
the public ‘peace. The day after the funeral of General Ca- 
vaignac, Hamon went along the Faubourg St. Antoine, in a 
state of intoxication, crying out, “A citizen has just been 
assassinated, and we shall all have the same fate by and by!” 
together with other things of the same kind. A crowd soon 
assembled, but some police officers promptly arrested the man. 
The Tribunal condemned him to a year’s imprisonment and 
1,000 francs fine. 

Monsieur Dupin has succeeded M. Royer as Procureur-General 
to the Court of Cassation. This was the office which he resigned 
on January 23, 1852, the day after the confiscation of the pro- 
perty of the Orleans family, on the ground, as he stated in his 
letter to Louis Napoleon, that he could not have the courage to 
raise his voice as the principal organ of the law in the supreme 
court of the country if decrees having the force of law were to 
be acted upon, which were in open defiance of all those princi- 
ples which it was his daily duty to uphold. M. Dupin’s salary 
as Procureur-General is 40,000 francs; and as he will, as a 
matter of course, be immediately elevated to the dignity of 
senator, with its emoluments of 30,000 francs, he will add 
70,000 frances a year to his income—but this to a man of his 
great age—seventy-five—and handsome fortune cannot be the 
leading consideration. The Moniteur contains another legal 
appointment of great importance. M. Vaisse, the Procureur- 
General of the Imperial Court of Paris, is appointed President 
of one of the Chambers of the Court of Cassation, in the room 
of the late M. Laplague Barris, and is succeeded by M. Chaix 
dEst Ange, one of the most illustrious advocates of the French 
bar. In accepting this office, M. Chaix d’Est Ange makes an 
immense pecuniary sacrifice. Besides having perhaps the largest 
and most lucrative amount of court business of any man in his 
profession, he was counsel to the city of Paris, and the average 
of his fees altogether could not have been less than from 200,000 
to 300,000 francs a year. Ut is to be presumed that he has made 
money enough, and seeks rank and comparative repose, for his 
salary will not be more than 20,000 francs a year, and he must 
give up all his private practice. The present Government has 
never had in its service two law officers of the Crown of such 
high personal distinction as M. Dupin and M. Chaix d’Est 
Ange. Hitherto the procureurs have been taken from a class of 
lawyers (unknown in England) who are bred to the magistracy 
exclusively, and who have nothing like the weight in public 
estimation which the leaders of the bar have. 


a oa 
Recent Decisions in Chancery. 


PractricE—Mori0n FOR AN ACCOUNT UNDER Sir G. TURNER'S 
Act. 
Jn re Brown, 6 W. R. 5. 

By Sir G. Turner’s Act (13 & 14 Vict. c. 35) power is given 
to persons interested in questions cognisable in the Court of 
Chancery as to the construction of an Act of Parliament, will, 
or deed, or as to the title to real or personal estate, or any other 
matter falling within the jurisdiction of the Court, to state a 
special case for the opinion of the Court. Accordingly, we find 
that the Act has been taken advantage of by various classes of 
persons, and for many of the purposes for which suits would 
have been instituted previously to its enactment. The 19th 
section enables the Court, on the application of executors or 
administrators, “ by order to be made upon motion or petition 
of course,” to refer it to the Master to take an account of the 
debts and liabilities affecting the estate of the deceased person. 
It has been decided, that this section does not apply to real 
estate; and in Re Moore (2 W. R. 85), Wood, V. C., upon that 
ground, refused to make an order directing part of the proceeds 
of real estate, which had been contracted to be sold by the. 
executor, to be set apart to meet contingent liabilities, found by 
the Master's report to affect the testator’s estate. But the prac- 
tice is still unsettled, as to whether, under the 19th section, the 
application to the Court ought to be by motion or petition. In 
Re Harrold (15 Jur. 762), a case before Knight Bruce, then Vice- 
Chancellor, shortly after the passing of the Act, the application 
was by motion, which, though said to be “ of course,” his 
Honour considered should be mentioned to the Court—a practice 
which, we believe, has since been uniformly adopted, where the 
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application has been upon motion. Sir J. Romilly, M. R., has 
to make the order on petition, and decided that it ought 
to be only on motion. Both the terms of the 19th section of the 
statute ard the practice of the Court allow the application to be 
made on motion ; and even though it were made by petition, inas- 
much as no service of the petition is required, there appears to be 
no reason why the latter course should ever be adopted, in pre- 
ference to the less expensive and troublesome course of applying 
by motion. In Re Brown, Kindersley, V. C., made the order 
upon motion, and we know of no instance where it has been 
refused by any of the judges; while the Master of the Rolls, as 
we have seen, has objected to make such an order on petition. 


PracticE—TRANSFER OF FuND on Morton. 
Linford vy. Cooke, 6 W. R. 5. 

In this case, Kindersley, V.C., upon motion, ordered a sum of 
money which had been carried over to the account of an indi- 
vidual to be transferred. But unless the title is clear ex facie, 
the Court will make such an order only on petition showing the 
applicant’s title. 

Serrtep Estates Act—So.iciror. 
In re Noyes’ Settled Estates, 6 W. R. 7. 

We have already noted up all the decisions of any importance 
on the construction of this Act (see Sol. J., vol. 1, pp. 518, 558, 
622; and vol. 2, p.27). In this case, Kindersley, V.C., was of 
opinion that the 38th section (19 & 20 Vict. c. 120) did not 
authorise a commission to examine a married woman abroad ; 
and, further, that, where the Court appointed a solicitor, under 
.this section, to take a consent, he must not be the solicitor of 
the husband, and he must be in practice, taking out a certificate 
de anno in annum. 


PracticE—MortiIon TO DISMISS FOR WANT OF PROSECUTION. 
Baker v. M‘Clellan, 6 W. R. 44. 


A defendant may move to dismiss the plaintiff's bill with 
costs for want of prosecution, “if within four weeks after his 
answer is found or deemed sufficient, the plaintiff, not having 
obtained an order to enlarge the time, does not obtain and serve 
an order for leave to amend the bill, or does not file a replica- 
tion, or set down the cause to be heard.” As a general rule, the 
Court will not enter into the merits of the suit upon motion by 
a defendant to dismiss for want of prosecution; but where the 
conduct of the plaintiff in not prosecuting the suit does not 
appear to have been improper, and the delay was not unreason- 
able, the Court is generally willing, on the plaintiff’s appearing 
at the hearing of the motion, to grant him leave to prosecute 
the suit upon terms which almost always include payment of the 
costs of the motion. Baker v. M‘Clellan affords an instance of 
what the Court considers such unreasonable delay as to dis- 
entitle the plaintiff to prosecute his suit upon any terms 
whatever. 

Practice—TrusreE Retier Act—Costs. 
In re Headington’s Trust, 6 W. R. 7. 

An attempt was made in this case to extend the application 
of the principle of Re Woodburn’s Trusts (5 W. R. 423) toa 
case where it could not be pretended that the trustee who paid 
money into court had done so for the sake of oppressing his 
cestui qui trusts, and where two, conflicting claims had actually 
been made in respect of the right to receive the trust money. 
Kindersley, V. C., 30 far from making the trustee pay the 
costs occasioned by his having paid the money into court, 
considered that the case was just the one which the Act was 
meant to meet. His Honour’s interpretation of the decision of 
the full Court of Appeal in Re Woodburn’s Trusts is evidently to 
the effect, that, though the Court has power under the Trustee 
Relief Act to make a trustee pay costs, nevertheless the Court 
will only exercise such a jurisdiction where the trustee has 
designedly used the machinery of the Act for purposes of 
oppression. We have already discussed the principal decisions 
on the question of costs under this Act (see Sol. J., vol. 1, 
pp- 240, 536). 


Practice — Costs or CopyHoLp COMMISSIONERS FOR 
APPEARING ON UNUPPOSED PETITIONS. 
Ez parte Queen's College, Cambridge, 6 W. R. 9. 

The question has been raised whether the Copyhold Commis- 
sioners are entitled to their costs of appearing on a petition of a 
lord of a manor whose copyhold lands had been enfranchised 
under the Act of 1852, praying to have the money paid for the 
enfranchisement invested. In this case Stuart, V.C., held, that, 
under such circumstances, the Commissioners were entitled to 
appear and consent, on the ground, that, upon being served with 





the petition, they would, of course, refer to their solicitor for 
advice whether the proposed mode of dealing with the fund was 
proper; and they could not get costs so incurred unless they ap- 
peared and asked for them. 





Two other Practice Cases worth noting have been decided 
since the commencement of Term. In Cocks v. Stanley (6 
W. R. 45), Stuart, V. C., gave the costs of a further answer, 
which had been vexatiously required, the defendant having 
taken the objection in his further answer, and asked the costs 
both there and at the hearing. In the case of a co-defendant 
under similar circumstances, but where the objection was not 
taken in the further answer, the Vice-Chancellor refused to 
make such an order. The Master of the Rolls, in Re Foster 
(6 W. R. 48), was of opinion, that, although the Court of Chancery 
might, during Term time, grant a writ of prohibition directed to 
the judge of a diocesan court, yet the proper course was to apply 
to one of the common law courts for such writ; but by consent 
an order was made to the effect, that, in the meantime, no pro~ 
ceedings should be taken. 


Tae Winpinc-urp AMENDMENT Act, 1857. 
Barnes v. Thrupp, 6 W. R. 48; In re The Royal British Bank, 
Powis y. Butler, Id. 34. 

The above two cases are the first that have occurred upon the 
new Winding-up Act. Both relate to the provisions by which 
the private litigation and proceedings of creditors against indi- 
vidual members are now restrained. The 7th section of the 
statute enacts, that, when any company has become bankrupt, and 
after assignees have been appointed—or, if not, then after the judge 
or master shall have advertised for creditors to appoint a repre- 
sentative—no action shall be brought, or execution or scire facias 
issued or proceeded with, against the person, property, or effects 
of any member of such company, except by leave of the Court 
of Bankruptcy, where the bankruptcy has preceded the winding 
up, or of the master or judge before whom the winding-up order 
shall have been made, in cases where the company has not been 
made bankrupt before the making of the winding-up order. In 
the case of the Royal British Bank the winding-up order pre- 
ceded the bankruptcy, and the leave to be obtained was, there- 
fore, that of the ‘judge or master.” In Powis y. Butler it be- 
came necessary to obtain this leave, not for the purpose of 
taking hostile proceedings against a creditor at law, but in 
order to try a legal question of liability, which the Master of 
the Rolls had directed to be tried by an application for a scire 
Jfacias. There was, therefore, no question of the propriety of 
granting the permission; but on a motion being made before 
Kindersley, V. C. (the judge who made the winding-up order), 
his Honour held that the term ‘judge’ in the Act did not mean 
the judge sitting in court, but the judge in chambers; and re- 
fused the motion on that ground. This case, therefore, merely 
settles the point of practice, that such applications are to be 
made in chambers. Barnes v. Thrupp is a decision on a matter 
of more importance. The plaintiff had recovered judgment 
against the official manager before the passing of the late Act, 
and had also obtained leave to issue execution against the de- 
fendant Mayhew, one of the shareholders in the bank, and had 
sued out an elegit, under which the defendant’s estates had been 
delivered to the plaintiff by the sheriff. Nothing, however, had 
been levied, by reason of the defendant Thrupp having y*: in a 
claim under a prior mortgage ; and, thereupon, the plaiy‘uf filed 
a bill to redeem Thrupp’s mortgage, and to have the amount so 
paid, together with his own judgment debt, repaid by Mayhew, 
or, in default, to foreclose Mayhew. All this took place before 
the statute passed ; and it was now argued that the plaintiff was 
debarred from proceeding with his bill by the prohibitions 
of the section, the effect of which we have stated above. The 
whole question was, whether the proceeding in a suit to redeem 
a prior mortgage and foreclose the shareholder, was “ pro- 
ceeding with an execution against the property” of the share- 
holder. Stuart, V. C., held that it was not, founding his 
judgment mainly on a later section of the Act, which provided 
that a creditor, who had previously levied execution, should not 
be entitled to receive any further dividend, or to have recourse to 
any remedy or proceeding other than such rights and remedies 
as he might have in respect of the judgment or execution 
against the lands affected by the same. From this his Honour 
inferred, that the words of the 7th section did nct apply to the 
case of a consequential remedy sought by the creditor, who has 

sued aud worked out his writ of execution; and held, that a 
bill to redeem a mortgagee was a remedy consequential on the 
judgment proceedings, but not forming part of such proceedings, 





they having been brought to a close when the execution was 
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carried to its ultimate point—viz, the delivery of the lands by 
the sheriff, The question, it should be observed, was raised by 
demurrer; and, though that was overruled, the point will come 
on again at the hearing of the cause, 


> 
7. 


Cases at Common Law specially Enteresting to 
Attorneys. 





Maxim oF ResponpEAt SUPERIOR—APPLICATION OF, TO 
Pusuic Bopres. . 
Arthy v Coleman, 6 W. R., Q. B., 34. 

It has been said that the maxim of res t superior does 
not apply so as to make the employer liable for the negligence 
of those he engages to perform a specified work, if the employ- 
ment be on behalf of the public, and not for the benefit of the 
employer. Thus, it was long ago held, that the trustees of turn- 
pike roads could not be sued for the negligence of persons 
employed by them, unless such trustees personally interfered in 
the act by which the injury was suffered (Harris v. Baker, 4 
M. & S. 27); and again, in Hall v. Smith (2 Bing. 156), it was 
held that clerks of commissioners intrusted with the conduct of 
public works are not generally liable for the acts of their ser- 
vants. In that case, the action had been brought by one who 
had sustained an injury by falling into a hole in the public road 
left unfenced, against the clerks to the commissioners, the sur- 
veyor, the contractor employed by the commissioners, and the 
labourers, which last, it was admitted on both sides, were, at all 
events, liable, And it was held, that, as nointerfereace was shown 
to have taken place by the clerks to the commissioners, the action, 
so far as regarded them, could not be maintained, as they were 
acting, not in their own behalf, but for the public. This doc- 
trine, however, was, to a certain extent, shaken by the much 
more recent case of Scott v. The Mayor &c. of Manchester (1 H. & 
N. 59), in which the Barons of the Exchequer (without, however, 
professing to dissent from Hall v. Smith) held that a municipal 
corporation empowered by Act of Parliament to construct gas- 
works were liable for the negligence of the persons they 
employed to lay down pipes. And the case under discussion is 
an authority, which, though it bears, in one point of view, on the 
question, leaves it much where it was before. In this case, the 
def ndant had been employed by the surveyor of the district 
to dig a certain well, and the defendant’s workmen left a heap 
of rubbish, by means of which the plaintiff suffered an injury. 
Here it was held that the defendant was clearly liable for what 
he, or those employed by him, had negligently performed ; 
and it was said, that the maxim respondeat superior aoes not 
relieve the inferior, where, through his negligence, loss has been 
incurred. As to the action actually brought, therefore, no doubt 
can be entertained; but as to whether, in the present case, an 
action could have been also maintained against the district sur- 
veyor or the local board of health appears not so clear. It partly 
depends upon how far the doctrine established by Hail v. 
Smith is to be supported; but it is apprehended that, even 
independently of such doctrine, no such action would lie, 
because neither the surveyor nor the board could be said to 
stand in the relation of master to the wrongdoer. Thus, in 
Allen v. Hayward (7 Q. B. 960), certain commissioners ap- 
pointed under a local Act for the improvement of a certain navi- 
gation, were sued through their clerk for an injury sustained by 
the plaintiff in the making of adrain, which the defendant had 
contracted with A. B. that he should make; and it was héld 
that the action must be brought against A. B., and not the de- 
fendant, as a person injured, though he has the choice of proceed- 
ing either against him by whom he has been actually injured, or 
against him who directly employed such injurer, cannot go 
farther, and sue the person by whom such contractor was him- 
self employed. 


REGISTRAR or A County Court—NAtTuRE OF THE OFFICE— 
Errecr oF DEATH oF ONE oF Two Jornt REGISTRARS. 
Regina v. Wake, 6 W. R., Q. B., 36. 

The question in this case was, as to the effect of the death of 
one of two joint clerks ofa county court appointed under 9 & 10 
Vict. c. 95, 8. 25, which empowered the Lord Chancellor to 
direct, that, in populous districts, two persons should be appointed 
to execute the office jointly, with an equitable division of the 
duties and emoluments—a provision which, mutatis mutandis, 
applies, it is apprehended, to the appointment of two joint 
registrars under the recent Act of 19 & 20 Vict. c. 108, though 
under that statute no petson shall for the future be appoi 


it was argued, that the office of clerk (or registrar) is purely 
ministerial, and therefore that the death of one does not operate 
as a®vessation of office with regard to the other; and it was con- 
ceded, on the other side, that this consequence would follow if 
the office were indeed purely ministerial ; but it was urged that 
it was partly judicial, and particularly in that part of it which 
appertained to taxation of costs. The Court held, however, 
that, in the matter of costs, the registrar acted only as the 
assessor of the Court—at all events, if appointed under the 
statute 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, which was the only one before them ; 
and that, as the office must be taken to be a ministerial one, 
there was a right of survivorship. The ground on which the 
Court went leaves the question in some respects still an open 
one with respect to any appointment made since the date of 
those provisions referred to by Mr. Justice Wightman, which 
give the registrar a substantive power to tax costs. 


Mercantite Law AMENDMENT Act, 1856—CoNSTRUCTION OF. 
Comill v. Hudson, 6 W, R., Q. B., 37. 

In our last impression, in noticing the case of Violet v. Simp- 
son,* we made some observations on the Mercantile Law Amend- 
ment Act, 1856, and on the effect which the 10th section 
thereof appeared to us to have had in reference to the plaintiff 
in that case; and we hazarded a suggestion, that it might be 
open to some doubt whether that enactment was intended to 
apply where a right of action had already accrued before the 
passing of the Act. It is a little singular, that, in the case 
under discussion (decided, three or four days afterwards, in the 
same court), this very point was raised, under the following 
circumstances :—An action had been brought against the keeper 
of the Queen’s Prison for failing to make the plaintiff, while in 
confinement there, certain allowances, under a statute of Geo. 3; 
and to the declaration the statute of limitations, among other 
defences, was pleaded, and replied to by the allegation, that, at 
the time the causes of action accrued, the plaintiff was in prison, 
and that they so accrued before the passing of the Mercantile Law 
Amendment Act, 1856, and that the action was commenced 
within six years after the plaintiff recovered his liberty. This 
replication being demurred to, the argument turned entirely upon 
the extent, if any, to which the 10th section of the Act in question 
was intended to be retrospective in its operation. And 
Lord Campbell said, in concurring with the other judges in giving 
judgment for the defendant, that the natural construction of that 
section was, that, after the day on which the Act should re- 
ceive the royal assent—viz. after the 29th July, 1856—no 
person should be entitled to commence an action relying on such 
a disability as is there mentioned (such disabilities including 
that of being in prison) as an excuse for not having commenced 
the action within the period of limitation; for—proceeded the 
Chief Justice—it was the duty of the Court, in interpreting 
the Act, to endeavour to find out what was the intention of 
the Legislature; and it appeared to them that the intention 
was, that the Act should operate as to past as well as future 
transactions, for such an enactment would probably be in fur- 
therance of justice. 

It appears that V. C. Kindersiey, in a case before him, which 
turned on the construction of the 14th section of the same 
statute, came to the same decision. In that section it is 
enacted, that no co-contractor or co-debtor shall lose the benefit 
of the plea of the Statute of Limitations by the payment of 
interest on the debt by any other co-contractor or co-debtor, 
notwithstanding the general judicial reading of that enactment 
—viz. that payment of interest takes a case out of it. In the 
case to which we allude (Thompson v. Waithman, 26 L. J., Ch., 
134) it was held that the new provision was retrospective with 
reference to payment of principal or interest on debts which had 
been contracted before the passing of that Act. 


AppPEAL AGArnst Decision or Court on A RULE For A NEw 
TRIAL—PRACTICE. 

White v. The Great Western Railway Company, 1 C. B., N. S., 7. 

This case—which was an action against a railway company 
for negligence in forwarding certain goods, and thereby causing 
loss of profit on sale thereof to the plaintiff—turned upon the 
question, whether the defendants received the goods as alleged 
by the plaintiff in his pleadings as « carriers; and the 
judge, at the trial, held that they did not, inasmuch as the con- 
signor (according to what he considered to be a reasonable con- 
dition under the “Railway and Canal Traftic Act, 1854") signed 
a paper containing certain conditions inconsistent with the de- 
fendants being sued in that capacity, The plaintiff was conse- 








registrar to more than one court. In the case under discussion 








* Sup. pp. 27, 28 
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quently nonsuited (on the authority of Hughes v. The Great £4 a. 
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4 : ‘ndi ” ell Taylor, elen’s 
error, and that the other side could not be prejudiced by delay, Barnabas Chesshire, Birmingham «ss... ssstesssseseeee 1010 0 
they consented to stay the proceedings till application could be W. M. Goulden, M 1010 0 
made to one of the judges who had heard the case argued. M. D. Lowndes, Liverpool 10 10 0 
J. W. J Dawson, 33, Bedford-square, London............ 1010 0 
> Eustace Anderson, 15, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London..... 10 10 0 
W. H. E. Duncan, 35 Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London... 1010 0 
Professional Entelligence Thomas Kenney. 26, Chancerylane, Lond 10 10 0 
: t homas Kennedy, 26, Chancery-lane, London........... 
g Edwin W. Field, 41, Bedford-row, London.......... see 1010 0 
¥ Rk A. Payne, Liverpool. 1010 0 
METROPOLITAN & PROVINCIAL LAW ASSOCIATION. Benjamin K. Tidswell, Manchest 10 10 0 
. . T. Percival Bunting, Manchest 1010 0 
A meeting of the Managing Committee was held on the Peter Wright, Liverpool. 1010 0 
11th inst. Francis R er 1010 0 
) 7 ; ; sate, Arthur Ryland, Birmingham. 1010 0 
Al = on the recent vacation operations of the Association W. Morgan, Birmingham 1010 0 
was read. . . 7 James F, Beever, Manch 1010 0 
A circular on the legislation of the two sessions 1856-57 was Thomas Darwell, Manchester 1010 0 
read, and* referred to the Printing Committee bef i F. N. Devey, Ely-place, London 10 10 0 
Leonel , afore ‘being T. H. Bower, 46, Chancery-lane, London..... ecccooesece + 1010 0 
, ais i N. Earle, Manchester: 1010 0 
A pamphlet containing a report of the proceedings of the R. Worthington, Mancheste 1010 0 
Association at the provincial meeting at Manchester was C. F, Skirrow, | Bedford-row, LONON...+.eceseeeeveree «- 1010 0 
reported to be in the press, and in a forward state. John Ayre, Bristol 10.10 0 
The circular on “ Registration of Titles,” prepared for the ANNUAL MEMBERS. 
purpose of ascertaining the views of the general body of the Robert Wells, Hull 110 
watt ’ ‘ 4 John Monckton, Maidst 110 
members of the Association, was reported as still before the 
iy : . Aries John Case, Maidstone. 110 
Conveyancing Committee of the Association. A. P. Bower, 46, Chancery-lane, London........ dheiebeeve = A FAD 
Correspondence was read with reference to an alleged case of 4 = —— ew ; : : 
acti itte alin? s : P » Heaven, Bristol........ . 
bos me ‘aaah = - by pone a who had advised his client Samuel Martin Beale, Worcester eecoenesas pagesesabasiamneed - 6 kw 
0 disobey a Judge's Order, and instructions were given to reply Joseph Janion, M 110 
to it. John Lewis, Wrexham 110 
Various documents communicated by Mr. North- John Sudlow, Manchester 110 
Se eae est ordiet ts Becke, of North Frederick §. Hull, Liverpool. 22 0 
ampton, a member of the Association, in reference to recent Frederick Baker, Derby.. 220 
proceedings on the part of the Registrar of the Borough Court William Harper, Bury, I hi 220 


of Northampton, were read and considered. 

The Committee passed a resolution to the effect, that, in their 
opinion, the thanks of the profession and the public were due 
to Mr. Becke for the skill and energy displayed by him in 
exposing the abuses of the Borough Court of Northampton; and 
that they trusted the measures adopted at Mr. Becke’s instance, 
for suppressing the grievances complained of, would prove 
effectual. 

Mr. Charles H. Lovell, of 14, South-square, Gray’s-inn, was 
unanimously elected a member of the Managing Committee. 

The Secretary reported the election of the following new 
members :— 

Mr. H. W. Collins, Liverpool 


Mr. W. J. Burman, Birmingham 
J. L. Evans, London 


J. R. Bloxham 


as 


J. Garland, Dorchester 
C. Wilkinson, Kendal 


',, B. Chesshire + » Darley (Tennant & Darley), 
t,, C. H. Edwards js London 
» M.A. Fitter we » G. Johnson, London 
ts, G. Johnson | ,, E. Weatherall ,, 
», %. Mitchell i | ,, Alderman Wire ,, 
» —E. J. Mason ES | ,, G. J. Cooper, Manchester 
+» A. Walter “ |» John Clayton, Newcastle-on- 
» A. Waters ” Tyne 
”  G. Warden - | ,, Richard Lambert, Newcastle- 
» H. Wright | on-Tyne 
» J.C. Penfold, Brighton | ,, F. T. Keith, Norwich 

C. Sharood | y E. H. Pace, Pershore 
= Wie Griffiths, Chipping | » J. H. Woodward ,, 

Campden | J. M. Whitehouse, Wolver- 

» W.A. Byrch, Evesham hampton 
» H. New | +» S. M. Beale, Worcester 

T. H. Kerby, Coventry » G. Clarke 

| 


Ww. C. Reynolds, " Great Yar- 
mouth. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

This Association has already received a large amount of en- 
couragement and support. The Subscription List includes the 
following names :— 

Lire Memsers. 
W. Strickland Cookson, 6, Lincoln’s-inn, London ...... 
John Hope Shaw, Leeds 





F. H. Janson, Basinghallestreet, London sissorsseeseeseee 








EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 
MicHaetmas Term, 1857. 

At the examination of candidates for admission on the roll of 
attorneys and solicitors of the Superior Courts, the Examiners 
considered the following gentlemen as the candidates, under the 
age of twenty-six, who deserved honorary distinction of the 
first class :-— 

Freperick ADoLPHUS PHILBRICK, B.A., of Colchester, aged 
twenty-two, who served his clerkship to Mr. Frederick Blom- 
field Philbrick, of Colchester, and Messrs. Rixon, Son, & Anton, 
of 38, Cannon- -street, London. 

Wiuras Me.tmoru Watters, of 14, Hyde-park-gate South, 
Kensington-gore, aged twenty-two, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Walters, Roumieu, & Young, of Lincoln’s-inn. 

Joun Park Rosson, of Liverpool, aged twenty-three, who 
served his clerkship to Messrs. Lowndes, Robinson, & Bateson, 
of Liverpool. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accord- 
dingly awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Purcsrick, one of the prizes of the Incorporated 
Law Society; and also as a mark of peculiar distinction, the 
prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s Inn. 

To Mr. WarErs, one of the prizes of the Incorporated Law 
Society; and 

To Mr. Ropryson, one of the prizes of the Incorporated Law 
Society. 

The Examiners have also certified that the following candi- 
dates passed examinations nearly equal to those who have been 
reported for prizes :— 

Henry Harper Geacu, of 35, Alwyne-road, Islington, 
aged twenty-one, who served his clerkship to Mr. Robert 
Walker Childs, of 25, Coleman-street, City. 

Arruur JAMEs Firzuvuen, of Street, Sussex, aged twenty- 





three, who served his clerkship to Messrs. Hoper, Greene, & 
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Husey-Hunt, of Lewes, and Mr. William Francis Holcroft, of 
Sevenoaks, and Messrs. Loftus & Young, of New-inn, London. 
CHaARLEs SWINDEN, of Birmingham, aged twenty-three, who 
served his clerkship to Mr. Robert Dolphin, of Birmingham, 
and Messrs. Sudlow, Torr, Janeway, & Tagart, of Bedford-row, 


London. By order of the Council, 
Law Society’s Hall, Rosert Maueuaw, Secretary. 
Nov. 19, 1857. 





COMMON LAW RULE. 
APPEALS To SUPERIOR Courts or Common Law UNDER 20 & 
21 Vict. 
REGULHZ GENERALES.— Michaelmas Term, 1857. 

1. It is ordered, that, in cases of appeal to a superior court 
under the provisions of the statute 20 & 21 Vict. c. 43, the 15th 
and 16th Practice Rules of Hilary Term, 1853, so far as the 
game are applicable, shall be observed. 

2. And in cases when the appeal is to be heard before a 
judge at chambers, the appellant shall obtain an appointment 
for such hearing, and shall forthwith give notice thereof to the 
respondent, and shall, four clear days before the day appointed 
for the hearing, deliver at the judges’ chambers a copy of the 
appeal, (Signed, &c.). 


s 





Correspondence, 


DUBLIN.—(From our own Correspondent.) 
Q. B.—Star. 8 & 9 Vict. c. 109.—GaAmEs AND WAGERS. 
Irwin v. Osborne. 


This case came by writ of error from the Queen’s Bench, and 
was brought by the plaintiff in error, who was also the plaintiff 
below. The action was brought to recover £100, which was 
claimed as being due under the following circumstances, as 
stated in the pleadings:—A match had been agreed upon at 
Killarney, to run two mares, ‘ Thessaly” and “ Nugget,” against 
each other for £100 a side. Onthe day of the race the former 
animal was not forthcoming, and the latter walked over the 
course ; whereupon the action was brought to recover the £100, 
to which the defendants pleaded that the transaction was void, 
as a wagering one, under the provisions of 8 & 9 Vict. c. 109. 
The Court of Queen’s Bench held that the contract was void 
accordingly, and judgment was thereupon arrested. The statute 
referred to (s. 18) enacts, “that all contracts or agreements, 
whether by parole or in writing, by way of gaming or wagering, 
shall be null and void; and that no suit shall be brought or 
maintained in any court of law or equity for recovering any sum 
of money or valuable thing alleged to be won upon any wager, 
or which shall have been deposited in the hands of any person 
to abide the event on which any wager shall have been made: 


Court of Queen’s Bench on Wednesday last. An old Act of 
Parliament, passed immediately after the Gunpowder Plot (in the 
3rd year of James I.), directed, that, on every 5th of Novem- 
ber, in commemoration of the said plot, a special religious ser- 
vice should be held in each church; and that, on the Sunday 
next before every 5th of November, each minister should give 
notice publicly that such special service would be celebrated, 
and should also read the aforesaid Act of Parliament. -A further 
Act of Parliament, of 17 & 18 Car. 2 (the Act of Uniformity), 
injoined that all the prayers and services of the Church should 
be duly read and performed; and required that the assent and 
consent of every clergyman should be given to them all, as 
therein directed; and particularly enacted, that any clergyman 
omitting to observe the requirements of the Act of James I., 
should be liable to a fine of £5, to be recovered by a summons 
before a magistrate. An affidavit was made by Mr. Mathews 
stating, that, at the church of Grangegorman, on the Ist inst., no 
such notice, &c., as required by the Act, had been given by the 
Rev. W. Maturin, the incumbent; and that an application had 
been made to a metropolitan magistrate, who had declined to 
interfere in a matter which, he considered, affected only the dis- 
cipline of the Established Church. An application to the 
superior court being now made to enforce the penalty, the 
judges appeared equally indisposed to interfere; and all the 
satisfaction which the complainant could obtain was a suggestion 
that the application for a summons against the clergyman should 
be renewed, and grounded on a full affidavit—two of the judges 
intimating, that, without that, no magistrate was bound to grant 
a summons. 

On the following day, the application was renewed at the 
magistrate’s court, apparently much to the annoyance of his 
worship, who, however, regarding the suggestion of the Queen's 
Bench as mandatory, granted a summons. 

It ought to be added, that the very able and exemplary 
clergyman in question, in omitting the service on the 5th, pur- 
sued exactly the course that is pursued by most of the 
parochial clergy in England. The question, therefore, becomes 
one of some general importance. 


ADMISSION OF ATTORNEY—RELAXATION OF RULE REQUIRING 
Frve YEArs’ SERVICE. 


The power vested in the judges of the law courts, of dispensing 
with all or any part of the term of service under articles, 
before admission to the roll of attorneys, has been exercised 
in numerous instances. The first important case where the 
service of articles was altogether dispensed with came before 
the Court of Exchequer several years since, on the occasion: of 
the death of a Dublin attorney in considerable practice, when 
his brother, a member of the bar, conversant with the actions and 
suits proceeding in the office, was, under special circumstances, 
admitted an attorney, with a view to his carrying on the 
busi of the deceased for the benefit of the clients. This de- 





provided always, that this enactment shall not be d d to 
apply to any subscription or contribution or agreement to sub- 
scribe or contribute for or towards any plate or sum of money 
to be awarded to the winner of any lawful game, sport, pastime, 
or exercise.” 

The case having been very fully argued, the Chief Baron 
first delivered his judgment, as he differed from all the other 
members of the court of error, in holding that the judgment of 
the Queen’s Bench should be reversed. He held that the Act 
in question left unrepealed the 11th section of 18 Geo. 2, which 
legalised horse-racing. Referring to the desire of the Legislature 
(as evinced in that and other statutes) to encourage the breed of 
horses, &c., and to the exception contained in the Act of 
Victoria, within which, he considered, the present case came, he 
was of opinion that the contract was a legal one. 

The Lord Chief Justice said, that he and all the other judges 
were of opinion that the judgment should be sustained ; and it 
did not appear necessary, in deciding the question, to enter 
into a consideration of the antecedent statutes, or the cases 
decided upon them. The Legislature, by the 18th section of the 
Act of Victoria (which was so plain that it did not admit of 
doubt), declared that all contracts by way of wagering, &c., 
should be void. The clear rule of law was, that a person wishing 
to take advantage of a proviso or exception in an Act of Par- 
liament must bring himself within the exact terms of it. The 
Court was clearly of opinion that this was a “ wager” within 
the enacting part of the 18th section. Judgment must therefore 
be given generally for the defendant in error. 


COMMEMORATION OF GUNPOWDER PLoT. 
Regina v. Maturin. 
An application, of a very unusual character, was made to the 





cision led to the Exchequer being selected as the court where 
similar applications might be made with the greatest prospect of 
success: and the precedent was followed several times, and 
particularly about two years since, when Mr. Kennan, a 
barrister, was admitted to practise (without articles) as the 
successor of his brother, who had died suddenly. In another 
instance, also a recent one, a similar application had been suc- 
cessful, and the applicant had procured himself to be disbarred, 
when it came to the knowledge of the Incorporated Law Society 
that the widow and family of the deceased attorney had made 
an arrangement which transferred the business of the deceased 
to other hands, and precluded them from deriving any further 
advantage from it: and, on a new representation of the facts to 
the Court, the first order was rescinded, and the would-be 
attorney remitted to the usual course of apprenticeship. It is 
clear from what occurred in this case, as in others, that, in 
dealing with applications of this kind, the Court will take into 
consideration, not the interests of the applicant, but those of 
other parties, and more particularly of the clients. The main 
principle upon which the Court acts in these cases was stated, 
on Saturday, by the Lord Chief Baron, in giving judgment Jn re 
G. O. B. Kennedy, who, having served three years and nine 
months of his articles, sought to be admitted an attorney. It 
appeared from his affidavit, and that of his master (whose con- 
sent was given), that, by the sudden death of the applicant's 
father, the livelihood of the family had been taken away ; and un- 
exceptionable testimonials were given as to the applicant's fitness 
to practise. The Chief Baron, in delivering the judgment of the 
Court, said, that, in almost every case where the rule requiring 
five years’ service had been relaxed, this had been done in con- 
sideration of the interests of suitors, whose business was attached 
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to the office of the attorney who had died or become incapable 
of transacting it, and their desire that the party applying should 
carry on that business for them, though he had not served the 
fall term of apprenticeship. The Court were unanimously of 
opinion that the application should be refused. 

Counsel for the Incorporated Law Society (who had con- 
sidered the case, and apprised the applicant that his motion 
would be resisted) now asked for costs against him; but the 
Court intimated that it was not usual on such occasions to give 
costs. 


CHAPMAN v. VAN TOLL—VAN TOLL v. CHAPMAN. 
To the Editor of Tak Soricrrors’ Journat & RePorTER. 


Srr,—You have, in your last number, inserted a letter from 
Mr. Dinn, in which there is very little requiring remark or 
observation by me. He, like Lord Campbell, dwells much on 
the letter of the 16th July, 1855, offering to pay a certain sum; 
but, if Capt. Roberts was really so able and willing to pay the 
£570, might he not have paid it into court, and left the 
plaintiff to go on with her action, if so advised? But as, in 
fact, no money ever appeared, I had no alternative but to pro- 
ceed; for, as to taking out a summons under the Common Law 
Procedure Act, such folly certainly ‘‘ never occurred to me.” 

I should have thought that the statement of Sir F. Thesiger 
in court, that there were peculiar circumstances attending my 
consent to refer the cause, when ready for trial—a statement 
received with deference by the judges and Mr. Serjeant Shee,— 
would have prevented any further reference to that fact. What 
those circumstances were, I do not feel at liberty to make 
public; sifffice it, that I feel as fully justified in referring at 
last, as in not doing so at first. But as Mr. Dinn asks—“ Why, 
when the cause was just about being called on, did I consent to 
a reference?” I will answer that question by another—‘ Why, 
in the Bankruptcy Court, when Mrs. Van Toll was opposing 
Capt. Roberts, upon a certain letter being put into her hands 
and shown to her counsel, the opposition was suddenly stopped ?” 
Mr. Dinn, no doubt, exercised a reasonable and proper discretion 
on that occasion; and I claim credit equally for my discretion 
at the trial. 

Mr. Dinn does not think it necessary for him to enter into 
the particulars of what occurred between the time of the ob- 
taining the Master’s certificate, and the delivery of my bill of 
costs on the 16th Sept. He says, the matter was placedSin his 
hands, and Roberts was arrested, &c. That I had all the 
papers in my hands, and refused to lend them to him, is partly 
true; but I gave him the judgment paper, which was all that 
was necessary for his purpose. 

On the 3ist May, 1856, I received a letter, signed by Mrs. 
Van Toll, forwarded through Mr. Dinn, offering to pay me my 
costs and money lent (upwards of £27) out of the first moneys 
she obtained from Roberts. This was really too rich. I had 
ascertained, and warned her, that to arrest Roberts would be 
his ruin, and a certain loss of her money. My advice was un- 
palatable; and I was dismissed, unpaid, and asked to depend 
upon that which I knew, and had told her, would be fruitless. 
I hardly need say that subsequent events proved how correct 
my judgment was. 

The application made to me I considered at least unreason- 
able; but did I at once persecute the poor woman for pay- 
ment? On the contrary, although I was dismissed in May, it 
was not until the 16th Sept. that I delivered my signed bill. 
Might not something have occurred in the interval “to wet 
my almost blunted purpose,” and to make me think I ought to 
have my money? At all events, no notice was taken of my 
bill, and I did, as Mr. Dinn says, issue a writ. This was on 
the 18th Oct. 1856; but not appeared to till Jan. 1857 ; and 
then, it seems, the first thought of charging me with negligence 
arose, 

Having thus referred to what Mr. Dinn calls “ the true facts ” 
of the case, I pass, without answering, his question as to the 
action being one of mere account, which could not be con- 
veniently tried by a jury, because I am quite content to leave 
that in the hands of the three judges. But I cannot omit calling 
attention to a most wilful perversion of what occurred in court. 
I presume that Mr. Dinn has short-hand notes of what there 
took place; and if so, what excuse can he frame for himself for 
80 gross a mis-statement as is contained in the following words: 
» “ Because,” said Mr. Chapman, “I did not know of the provi- 

sions of the Act of Parliament.” To set this matter right, I 
trouble you with the following extract from the short-hand 
writer's notes :— 


Lord Camps. (to Mr. Chapman).—* Did you not think it would have 
been a good thing to apply to a Judge to get it to be referred to the 














Master?" (Then referring to the letter of the 16th July, which he read 
out, his Lordship continued): ‘It is my duty to ask you, whether you 
think it was right, after receiving this letter, in which he said he was 
willing to pay over the money, to deliver the declaration and to go to 
trial, instead of applying under the new Common Law Procedure Act for 
a judge’s order? Did that occur to your mind?” 

Axswer.— Tt did not, my Lord.” 

You and your readers may now judge what reliance ought to 
be placed upon Mr. Dinn’s ‘‘ true facts.” Za wno disce omnia. 

You rightly differ from Mr. Dinn’s (true?) opinion, ‘ that 
the case is not of so much importance to the profession, as both 
yourself and your correspondents would seem to think.” To 
me the important question appears to be—Is an attorney to be 
trusted with any discretion whatever in the conduct of a cause ? 
The ordinary “letter before action” might give a debtor a hint 
to abscond, and so lose the client his remedy. If every step in 
a suit is to be taken with a possible action for negligence hang- 
ing over the head of the unfortunate attorney, no efforts to raise 
the character of the profession, or to induce highly educated or 
honourable men to enter it, will be of any avail. Gross igno- 
rance of all but the tricks of the pettifogger will then distinguish 
the attorney, and anything but negligence be imputed to him in 
hunting down the unfortunate creatnres who may be subject to 
the tender mercies of his ‘discretion ’’—or the want of it.—I 
remain, Sir, your obedient servant, Wn. CHAPMAN. 

Richmond, Noy. 24, 1857. 





REGISTRATION OF PARTNERSHIPS.—THE LATE 
DEBATE AT BIRMINGHAM. 


To the Editor of Tu® Sorscrrors’ Journau & Reporter. 


Sir,— Great injustice having been done to Mr. Edgar, in a letter 
extensively circulated by Mr. Darlington, solicitor of Bradford, 
respecting the discussion on a “ Registration of Partnerships,” at 
the recent meeting of the National Association for the Promotion 
of Social Science, I feel it due to Mr. Edgar to correct the erro- 
neous statements and unjust observations which this letter con- 
tains. The discussion took place in the jurisprudence depart- 
ment, of which I was one of the secretaries, and I was especially 
attentive to this discussion—its subject being one in which I 
take a great interest. 

Mr. Darlington says, that ‘“‘ Mr. Edgar spoke in a very unbe- 
coming manner: he represented the registrars as a set of ig- 
norant people who could scarcely write their names.” Mr. 
Darlington then proceeds tomake observations upon Mr. Edgar, 
which, I think, on reflection, he must regret. 

Now, first, as to Mr. Edgar’s manner of speaking. I had 
never heard him previously to this meeting, andI was struck by 
the courtesy to those from whom he differed, and by the refine- 
ment and good taste which marked all his addresses. As to the 
matter of Mr. Edgar’s address, it was this—he objected to the 
proposal that the registrars of births and deaths should be 
intrusted with the office of registrars of partnerships, because 
they were not known, and because the only qualification neces- 
sary for their present appointments was a knowledge of reading 
and writing. He did not say, as far as 1 recollect, and my 
recollection is borne out by that of others, that they were a 
set of ignorant people who could scarcely write their names. 
Mr. Darlington stated, in reply, that the officers proposed as 
registrars of partnerships were the superintendent registrars, 
and not the registrars of births and deaths; and observed upon 
the superior position and qualifications of the superintendents. 
Upon which Mr. Edgar said he had understood that the paper 
under discussion referred to the registrars of births and deaths. 
Mr. Darlington, of course, did not hear this observation, or he 
would not have written and circulated his letter. But, although 
he Jid not hear the observation, nothing that he did hear can, I 
think, justify the observations he has thought fit to make on 
Mr. Edgar, And Mr. Darlington must allow me to differ from 
him as to the propriety of a gentleman, who has already 
answered the arguments of an opponent at a meeting such as this, 
publishing his answer without having the sanction of his opponents 
to his report of their arguments. I cannot but fear that his 
zeal on behalf of the claim of the superintendent registrars to 
the proposed new office has warpgd his judgment. 

In the concluding part of his letter, Mr. Darlington states 
what he considers is a fatal objection to the plan, which I sug- 
gested, of making the registrar of joint-stock companies the 
registrar of private partnerships. Upon this I propose to send 
you some observations in reply next week.—I am, Sir, yours 
obediently, ArTuurR Ry.anp, 

Birmingham, Nov. 24, 1857. 
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TENNANT v. FIELD. 

To the Editor of Tue Soxicrrors’ Journat & REPORTER. 

Srr,—In your comments on the case of Tennant v. Field in 
your last number, you remark that it was singular ‘that the 
case of Swann v. The Earl of Falmouth (8 B. & C. 457) was not 

uoted. 
7 That case certainly does not appear in any of the reports 
we have seen of the one in hand; it was, however, one of the 
cases relied on for the defendant, but having been first men- 
tioned and commented on during the argument by Mr. Justice 
Coleridge, it escaped any further observation. 

But what the case of Tennant v. Field is chiefly remarkable 
for is, that the judges shewed a disposition to depart somewhat 
from the doctrine laid down by Tindal, C. J., in Thomas v. 
Harries (1 Man. & Gr. 695), to the effect that the words “ other- 
wise secure,” in the 11 Geo. 2, c. 19, are equivalent, as regards 


‘the point of a tender being ousted, to the word “ impound ;” 


and to hold that, unless the proceeding be waived by the 
tenant, the goods must, in point of fact, still be impounded, to 
prevent a tender, either by the separation of part from the rest, 
and making a pound of a particular room, or in some other 
way most practicable under the circumstances. It did not 
become necessary to decide the point, but that appeared 
to be the leaning of the Court, and something more than the 
leaning of Mr. Justice Erle—-We are, Sir, your obedient 
servants, THE DEFENDANT’s ATTORNEYS. 
Nov. 25, 1857. 


~L> 


Bankruptey Laty Reform. 


MEETING OF DELEGATES AT BIRMINGHAM. 


In accordance with the recommendation of the Department of 
Jurisprudence at the late Social Science Conference, a meeting of 
delegates from the various Chambers of Commerce and Trade Pro- 
tection Societies was held on the 17th and 18th inst., at Birming- 
ham, for the purpose of eliciting the opinions of the mercantile 
community generally as to the amendments required in the laws 
of bankruptcy and insolvency. The various Chambers of Com- 
merce were thus represented:—Birmingham: Mr. Sampson §. 
Lloyd and Mr. A. Ryland; Liverpool: Mr. J. T. Danson 
and Mr. Edward Heath; Manchester: Mr. Henry Ashworth 
(Vice-President) ; Manchester Commercial Association : Mr. 
Hugh Fleming (Secretary); Bradford: Mr. J. V. Godwin and 
Mr. J. Darlington (Secretary); Leeds: Mr. D. Lupton and Mr. J. 
Jowett, jun.; Hull: Mr. Stephen West; Bristol: Mr. Rankin 
and Mr. Brueton; Worcester: Mr. Henry Aldrich and Mr. 
George Clarke; Sheffield: Mr. Fawcett, Mr. Hewitt, and Mr. 
Parkin; Kendal: Mr. John Whitwell; Huddersfield:. Mr. J. 
Rayner (Secretary); Hanley: Mr. D. Hollins. The National 
Association for the Promotion of Social Science was represented 
by Mr. A. Edgar and Mr. G. W. Hastings. Of Trade Protec- 
tion Society representatives there were present—From New- 
castle-upon-Tyne: Mr. Thomas Gray ; Preston: Mr. John Man- 
chester; Leeds (West-Riding Traders’ Association): Mr. Richard 
Bessington, and Mr. Matthew Johnson (Secretary); Liverpool 
(Guardian Society): Mr. Steel (President), and Mr. James Reay 
(Secretary); Bristol and Clifton: Mr. W. G. Eggar (Vice-Pre- 
sident), and Mr. J. Miller; Hull (East Yorkshire and Lincoln- 
shire): Mr. John Forster (President); Sheffield (West-Riding 
Society): Mr. James W. Dixon. 

Mr. Heatn, of Liverpool, having, on the motion of Mr. 
RYLAND, been called to the chair, opened the proceedings by 
stating the position in which the movemen* for Bankruptcy 
Reform now stood. Though there was a growing tendency on 
the part of Government to pay some deference to the opinion of 
mercantile men in regard to mercantile legislation, still those 
who had the power of initiating reforms in that direction did 
not seem inclined to use the power they possessed. He ex- 
pected, for instance, that the Conference held in London in 
January would have resulted in the introduction of a Bill em- 
bodying all the conclusions unanimously come to on that occa- 
sion. In this he had been disappointed. Lord Brougham’s 
Bill did not go to anything like the length the Conference unani- 
mously urged; and where it did profess to carry out one or 
two points, this was only partially and imperfectly accom- 
plished How their views should be matured and brought to a 
successful result would therefore be a most essential co:.sidera- 
tion for that meeting. As to the general principles, they would 
doubtless agree with him, that, instead of placing the interest of 
the officials first, of the debtor second, and of the creditors last, 
as the present system did, they ought to reverse this order of 








things. In the course of some further remarks, Mr. Heath re- 
commended the meeting especially to consider the propriety of 
remunerating a trade assignee for his services, in order to make 
him something else than the nonentity he now was. 

The first question started was, the desirability of consolidating 
in one statute all the laws of bankruptcy and insolvency; and a 
motion to this effect was made by Mr’ RyLanp, seconded by 
Mr. Epear, supported by Mr. Liroyp and others, and agreed 
to nem. con. With the view of making this work more easy, it 
was also resolved that a repeal of all the existing laws should 
be sought. 

Mr. Lupron, of Leeds, then moved— 

“That, in the opinion of this meeting, the first step towards any effi- 
cient or satisfactory amendment of the law of bankrupts and insolvents 
would be, that the administration of them shall be intrusted to the same 
Court; and that, for this purpose, it is necessary to abolish all distinction 
between trader and non-trader, and between bankruptcy and insolvency, 
and to bring under the same jurisdiction the winding up of joint-stock 
companies and administration of the estates of deceased insolvents.” 

This was seconded by Mr. Ran«1n, of Bristol; but each in- 
terest embraced in the proposition was subsequently made the 
subject of separate motion and discussion. As to the policy of 
uniting insolvency and bankruptcy in one jurisdiction, there was 
no difference of opinion; nor was there any with reference to the 
new court being charged with the administration of the estate 
of a deceased insolvent. With regard to the proposed abolition 
of the distinction between trader and non-trader— 

Mr. West, of Hull, Mr. Danson, of Liverpool, and others, 
insisted that they must continue to recognise the difference be- 
tween the person having an estate to administer, and one who 
was altogether destitute, and whom no creditor would take the 
trouble to make bankrupt. 

Mr. Hastines admitted that a distinction would have to be 
made in such a case, and said he presumed it would be sufficient 
to declare that the estates of insolvents and bankrupts should 
be administered, not only in the same court, but on the same 
principle. 

A motion to this effect met the views of the majority. 

The proposal to wind up all insolvent joint-stock companies 
in the court was supported by Mr. Fawcert, of Sheffield; Mr. 
Hewitt, of Sheffield; and Mr. Lupron, of Leeds; and opposed 
by the Cuarrman, Mr. Encar, of London, and Mr. West, of 
Hull. The arguments in its favour were chiefly that the re- 
cently passed Winding-up Act was not working so well as was 
anticipated, and that under it any creditor could involve the 
estate in a Chancery suit. It was argued contra, that it would 
be a great hardship upon solvent individual partners to force 
them into the Bankruptcy Court; and that, as it was possible the 
County Court might be chosen as the jurisdiction for bankrupt- 
cies and insolvencies, such a court might not be a competent 
tribunal for deciding the important questions of equity that 
might arise between creditors of joint-stock companies. 

An amendment for postponement was lost, and the original 
motion carried. 

One of the most important subjects discussed during the sit- 
ting was involved in the question, “* How shall voluntary settle- 
ments betwixt debtor and creditor be dealt with ?” 

Mr. Danson moved a resolution recognising the advisability 
of giving “the freest possible scope ” to these. 

Mr. Reay, of Liverpool, said that the West Riding Society 
for the Protection of Trade had drawn up a bill which would 
make the trustee under a voluntary arrangement or composition 
responsible to the Bankruptcy Court for any maladministration 
or neglect of duty, instead of leaving the remedy in an appeal 
to the Court of Chancery. 

Mr. Lupron was of opinion that nothing could be more dis- 
astrous to a mercantile community than that a debtor and cre- 
ditor should be allowed to make private arrangements among 
themselves, as this enabled that debtor to go and rob other 
persons outside the particular clique of creditors settled with, in 
order that he might pay the composition just accepted. Every 
trader of experience must be aware of cases in which goods had 
been purchased in his own warehouse, expressly for the purpose 
of enabling a debtor to go on paying a composition. The 
opinion of the Leeds Chamber was, that all arrangements of a 
man with his creditors, where less than 20s. in the pound was 
paid, on proof being given that a given proportion of the cre- 
ditors acquiesced, should receive the ministerial sanction of the 
commissioner in bankruptcy, and be registered in the public 
records of the court, so that future creditors might know that 
such an arrangement had taken place. This sanction of the 
Court would have the effect of compelling any small minority, 
who might be standing out for 20s. in the pound, to go in with 
the majority. The working of the present system was such 
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that his (Mr. Lupton’s) house made it a rule never to trust a 
man who had paid a composition. 

Mr. Danson considered that where there was no fraud sus- 
pected, they ought not to insist on a composition arrangement 
going into court. In such matters, it would be well to apply 
the minimum of legal interference. : 

Mr. Ryanp said the bill of the Birmingham Chamber pro- 
posed to enact that if an arrangement, whether by composition, 


deed of inspectorship, or assignment of effects, came before the. 


court with the sanction of a certain number of creditors, it 
should be binding upon those who disagreed. The new court 
would also, he hoped, have the power of settling all questions 
arising upon a deed, instead of giving no alternative but the 
present expensive process. 

In answer to the Chairman, Mr. Lupron said the penalty he 
should recommend for non-application to the court would be 
that the agreement should be void. 

Mr. Jonnson, of Leeds, was in favour of introducing into 
England the clause of the Scotch law, which empowers creditors 
to take an assignment of a debtor's estate, and work it, by means 
of trustees legally appointed and responsible, without the con- 
trol of the Court of Bankruptcy or, any other court. 

Mr. Hastings also thought the Scotch system would answer 
every purpose. In Scotland, no settlement was recognised 
unless it was made immediately after sequestration. If the 
assent of four-fifths of the creditors was obtained, the seques- 
tration was set aside for the time, and then the bankrupt entered 
into a bond to fulfil the agreement. His failure to do this 
would lead to immediate execution issuing. 

Mr. RANKIN, besides being in favour of the registering of 
compositions, &c., thought there shouts! }:¢ some simple method 
of bringing to book a fraudulent or careless trustee. During 
twenty-five yeafs of tri:le he had not got the compositions in 
more than half a dozen instances. 

Mr. Danson, Mr. Epe@ar, the CuarrMan, Mr. Ryxanp, and 
others said they did not see how Mr. Lupton’s proposition could 
be carried out without entailing great hardships. 

The amendment was lost by the casting vote of the Chairman, 
and the original motion of Mr. Danson was carried. 

At a subsequent stage of the proceedings, Mr. Danson moved 
a resolution to the effect, that, where the voluntary settlement 
should involve the creation of a trust, the deed or doctiment 
creating the same should be registered in the court, in order 
that the trust might be enforced there. This was carried una- 
nimously. 

Mr. Lupron then moved, 

“That all private arrangements between debtor and creditor, where 
less than 20s. in the pound is proposed to be paid, shall require the sanc- 
tion of the Court, at least to the extent of registration, to render them 
vaild, excepting only in those cases in which all the creditors are agreed.” 

The exception having been left out, on the suggestion of Mr. 
Luoyp, the motion passed. 

On the motion of Mr. RyLAnp, it was also agreed, that, in all 
cases of voluntary settlement, the penal clauses of the bankrupt 
law should apply where an offence was proved ; 

And a proposition by Mr. HAstrines, recommending the adop- 
tion of the 35th and three following clauses of the Scotch Act, 
as to private arrangement after adjudication, was also carried, 

Then came the important question, whether the jurisdiction 
of the proposed court should remain upon the basis of the dis- 
trict bankruptcy courts, or whether they should be abolished, 
and give place to some other tribunal. 

Mr. Rayner, who opened the question, moved a resolution to 
the effect that the county courts should have jurisdiction in all 
matters of insolvency and bankruptcy. He went into the sub- 
ject at some length, showing that the majority of county court 
judges might easily discharge the duties, judging by the number 
of hours which the bankruptcy commissioners devote to them 
now, and that the increased localisation of justice thus effected 
would be a great saving to the country. 

Mr. MrLuer supported the necessity for change, referring to 
the very anomalous and unsatisfactory arrangements of the 
Bristol bankruptcy district. He was in favour of making the 
courts ambulatory, and moved an amendment to this effect, and 
also that county courts have the jurisdiction in bankruptcies 
under £500. 

Mr. Lioyp was rather in favour of introducing much of the 
Scotch system into England, and grafting it upon the existing 
courts. To abolish these would entail an expense of something like 
£100,000 a year in compensation to officials ; and if they added 
to this the cost of a new staff of officers, as most of the county 
court judges were now overworked, they could not expect Par- 
liament would in such times as these listen to a proposition like 





that of Mr. Rayner. He showed that the idea of consulting 
the interests of creditors by localising the courts was a fallacy, 
seeing that a vast majority of the creditors did not reside in the 
same town as the debtor. 

Mr. HastinGs supported the original motion at considerable 
length, and the question underwent very full discussion; but 
ultimately it was agreed to refer it to the various chambers 
throughout the kingdom for decision, in order to obtain a more 
universal expression of opinion. 

The question of appointing trade or other assignees was also 
introduced, Mr. Lioyp being in favour either of the Scotch plan 
of appointing a professional accountant who should receive a 
commission, or else of appointing one stationary assignee under 
proper control, who should be paid partly by salary and partly 
by fees. A resolution in favour of the Scotch system generally 
was carried. 

The diminution of expenses was briefly discussed, and the 
attention of the sub-committee having charge of the new bill 
was specially directed thereto, especially in reference to solicitors’ 
charges. 

A committee was then appointed, consisting of Messrs. 
Hastings, Hawes, Edgar, Ryland, Reay, Headlam, M.P., 
Danson, Johnson, and S. Lloyd, and it was understood that they 
would call another meeting of the delegates for the considera- 


tion of the bill. 
Registration of Title Weport. 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE COUNCIL OF THE 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

The following statement has just been issued to all mem- 
bers of the Society :— 

At the close of last session, a Report from the Commission for 
considering the subject of the registration of titles to land was 
laid on the tables of both Houses of Parliament. It contains 
various important recommendations, with the view to introduce 
an entire and uniform system of registration of titles through- 
out England and Wales, and it also contains various recommen- 
dations or suggestions for alterations in the Law of Real Pro- 
perty, preparatory to the introduction of an uniform system of 
registration. 

The report was accompanied by the draft of a bill prepared by 
one of the Commissioners, which, though in some respects differ- 
ing from the recommendations made in the Report, agrees with 
them altogether in principle. The Report was also accompanied 
by an Appendix, containing the suggestions, opinions, and evi- 
dence of numerous members of various branches of the profes- 
sion on the subject of the inquiry. 

As it is not unlikely that, at an early date, Bills will be 
brought into Parliament to carry into effect the reconmenda- 
tions of the Report ; and as the subject is one in which the whole 
body of solicitors are much interested, and entitled to be heard; 
and, at the same time, one on which they can furnish useful infor- 
mation and opinions, the Council consider it desirable that the 
main features of the Report, and of the recommendations con- 
tained in it, should be before the whole profession at an early 
stage of the matter, in order that they may have an opportu- 
nity of considering the subject fully, and of expressing their 
opinions on it before the new system shall be authoritatively 
introduced. 

With this feeling, the Council beg to draw the attention of 
the solicitors throughout the country to the contents of the 
Report, and the evidence and papers accompanying it, and to 
invite opinions and communications on the subject of it. 

The following statement contains the principal recommenda- 
tions contained in the Report, to which they ask particular and 
early attention :— 

In order to facilitate reference to the Report itself, the Council 
have distinguished the extracts they have made by numbers 
referring to the several sections in the Report from which the 
extracts are made, 


PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS. 


XLVII.—As to whether Registration should be voluntary or 
compulsory. 

1, The Commissioners do not recommend that all persons, 
owners or possessors of land, should be compelled to 
register within a limited period. 

2. They do not recommend that persons should be compelled 
to prove title, or submit it to investigation before 
registration, 
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8. They do not recommend that dealings with land unre- 
gistered should have no effect. 

4. They recommend that registration shall not (at least at 
first) be necessary to a transfer of the fee in order to 
give it preference over a subsequent transfer brought to 
the registry for completion. 

5. They recommend that, as to land once put on the regis- 
ter, it should be compulsory that the subsequent deal- 
ings be always continued in the register. 

XLVIII. As to Parliamentary Title. 

The Commissioners do not consider it necessary to registra- 
tion that it should confer parliamentary title, but think 
that registration should be allowed in the first instance 
on ostensible or possessory ownership, leaving the ante- 
cedent title for investigation, until by lapse of time it 
should become unnecessary. 

XLIX. As to Pre-existing Interests. 

The Commissioners recommend that interests created before 
the commencement of registration should not be barred 
by mere registration, but should be allowed to be 
claimed notwithstanding the registration. 

L. Protection of beneficial Interests compatible with Registra~ 
tion of Legal Ownership. 
he Commissioners think the system of registering legal 
ownership will not be thought objectionable by land- 
owners. 
And that beneficial interests will be sufficiently protected. 
LI. Whether Metropolitan or Provincial Register. 

The Commissioners recommend that the principal office be 
in London, but that local or district registries be esta~ 
blished. 


LEADING PARTICULARS OF THE PLAN RECOMMENDED BY THE 
COMMISSIONERS. 

LII. Land register or transfer office for England and Wales 
to be established in London, and branch offices in different dis- 
tricts under authority of the registrar-general. 

LITI. Registration to extend to all corporeal hereditaments, 
except copvholds ; 

And to advowsons and rent-charges, except tithe rent- 
charges. ; 

LIV. All owners in fee may apply for the registration of the 
ownership, so that such ownership shall thenceforth be mani- 
fested by the register alone. 

LV. Registration to be twofold. 

1. Enabling registered owner to transfer estate with imme- 
diate statutory title. 

2. Registration actual ownership, without power to 
transfer an immediate statutory title. 

LVI. In case of registration not giving a statutory title, the 
party applying must produce— 

1. A declaration of ownership, and, where it can be done, 
the last instrument of conveyance ; or 

2. A decree or judgment, and also such declaration. 

LVII. Registration giving immediate statutory title to be 
allowed on investigation of title by the registrar. 

And on payment of a small premium or per-centage on 
estimated value of property. 

After that, the Consolidated Fund to be liable to make 
fair compensation to any party establishing a claim on 
the estate of which the title is thus warranted. 

LVIII. A certificate of registry to be given to the party 
applying— 

Either of warranted ownership, 

Or unwarranted ownership. 

LIX. The registered ownership will, for the purposes of 
transfer, represent the fee simple, and will not be divisible into 
partial or limited estates or interests ; 

Except so far as charges and leases may be admitted to 
benefits of registration. 

LX. Right of disposition in fee, and to charge and lease, to be 
incident to registered ownership. 

LXI. Registered ownership not warranted will be subject to 
previously-existing rights and interests, but not to any rights 
subsequent to the first registration ; 

Except charges aud leases admitted to register, and inter- 
ests protected by caveat. 

LXII. Warranted registered ownership to be subject only to 
the registered rights. 

LXIII. What rights registered ownership, whether warranted 
or not warranted, will be subject to. The register will be a sub- 
stitute for the documentary or parchment title, 





But the registered ownership will remain subject to rights 
not usually included in the abstracts :— 

1. Rights in a physical, not legal sense. 

2. Those supposed to attach on all land. 

3. Such rights as may be ascertained by inspection, or 
inquiry of occupier, such as rights of water; rights of 
way ; rights of sporting; rights of light ; profits d prendre ; 
tithe rent-charges; land tax; other taxes and rates; 
short rack-rent leases with occupation. 

LXIV. It is suggested that facility will be afforded by register 
of obtaining loans. < 

The possession of the certificate of registered ownership will 
confer the same advantages as possession of title deeds. 

LXV. Consideration of mode of protecting unregistered inter- 
ests, and statement of the Commissioners’ views thereon. . 

Equitable interests not to be put on the register (but pro- 
tected by caveats—see No. 67). 

LXVI. Two parties may register themselves as owners with 
the words “ No survivorship.” 

LXVII. Parties having unregistered interests may protect 
themselves by caveat— 

Not to be put on without consent of registered owner ; 

Or order of Court of Chancery, as in case of distringases 
on stock. 

Not to be removed but on certain events or certain consents. 
LXVIII. Protection of unregistered interests by injunction. 
LXIX. Registered owner, for purposes of a settlement, not to 

retain registered ownership after trusts are satisfied. 

LXX. On the death of registered owner, his executor to be 
his representative of the registered ownership, and, if no executor, 
another registered owner to be appointed by registrar or a judge, 
on application of the parties interested. 

LXXI. The Commissioners intend that the same powers of 
disposition and enjoyment, and means of protection and security, 
should be left to the owners of land as at present; and they con- 
sider that the plan recommended secures this object, except when 
a transfer is by absence of a caveat impliedly permitted. 

LXXII. Registered transferees without valuable consideration 
to be subject to the claims of persons interested in unregistered 
ownership, in same manner as their transferor would have been, 
but purchasers from them without fraud not to be affected. 

LXXIII. Fraud in obtaining a transfer of the registered 
ownership shall defeat registered ownership acquired by fraud, 
but notice of unregistered rights shall not, as notice, have such 
effect. 

LXXIV. The Report recommends— 

1. That registrar may require description of property to be 
such as he deems best. 

2. That registrar may require production of a private map 
on such scale as he shall by regulation require. 

3. That such map shall be referred to in the description to 
be put on the register. 

4, That registrar may require a reference in the description 
of the property to a public map. 

5. That registrar may declare any maps to be public maps 
for the purpose of registry. 

6. That registrar may adapt the maps to the registration 
districts, or the districts to the maps. 

LXXV. When the registered ownership is unfettered by 
caveat, the registered owner can require a transfer on production 
of certificate of registered ownership. 

The purchaser also to produce a deed of grant. 

The transfer to be made by deed in simple form authorised. 
by the Act. 

Proper evidence to be adduced to registrar of validity of 
deed. 

And the registrar, on completion, will deliver to transferee 
a fresh certificate of registered ownership. This will 
give the person so registered a title absolutely free 
from all interests created since the first registration, 
except easements, registered leases, and registered 
charges. 

LXXVI. Incumbrances and charges are to be registered as 
follows :— 

1. So as to show name, land, amount secured, rate of inter- 
est, and date of instrument. 

2. To be registered with consent, or the order of Court. 

3. The land may be transferred, subject to the charge, or 
the charge may be transferred independent of the 
registered owner. 

4. A certificate of the charge to be given by registrar to 
the party. 
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5. The priorities of charges to be determined according to 
date of their respective registrations. 

6. Unregistered charges to take effect as unregistered 
interests. 

LXXVII. Leases for twenty-one years and upwards admitted 
to benefit of registration, subject to the following rules :— 

1. The entry of the lease to show the name of owner 
thereof, length of term, date, and rent. 

2. Every such entry is to be with consent of registered 
owner, or order of competent Court. 

8. On registéring the lease, the registered ownership will 
be subject thereto, and either may be transferred inde- 
pendent of the other. 

4. A certificate of the lease will be given to the party 
registering it. 

LXXVIII. Registered charges and registered leases are to be 
transferred in same way as registered ownership ; and on death 
of registered owners, their representatives may be registered in 
their place. 

LXXIX. The Commissioners propose to vest in Court of 
Chancery powers for the purpose of allowing the conversion of 
land into money at once, with the concurrence only of the party 
in possession and enjoyment, and providing a place of deposit 
for the money for division among the parties entitled. 

LXXX. The mode of indexing to be left chiefly to the deter- 
mination of the registrar. There must be—1. An index of 
registered owners. 2. An index of incumbrancers. 3, An 
index of lessees. 

LXXXI. Miscellaneous provisions :— 

1. The title deeds not to be required to be delivered to the 

registrar. 

2. Registrar to have power of determining conflicting 
claims by consent, or of putting them in a course of 
judicial determination. 

3. No tenancy in common to be allowed in a registered 
ownership. 

4. Registrar to have power to make necessary regulations. 

5. A difference of fees for large and small transactions. 

LXXXIL The authority of the registrar as a general prin- 
ciple should be ministerial and executive, not judicial. 

XC. Improvements in the present law of real property and 
the forms of conveyancing recommended to be made concurrently 
with the introduction of the system of registration of title. 

XCI. Partial establishment of register recommended, confined 
at first to some particular county or district. 

XCII. Remuneration of solicitors to be re-considered in re- 
ference to their duties and responsibilities. 


La Readies 
Court Papers. 


Common Pleas. 
This Court will, on Tuesday the 8th day of December next, hold a 
sitting in Banc, end will proceed to give judgment in certain of the cases 
that are standing over for the consideration of the Court. 


Crchequer of Pleas. 
NEW CASES.—Micwagtmas TEEM, 1857. 
Appeal Holmes, AppelJant, and Preston and Others, Respondents. 
NEW TRIAL PAPER. 
London. Irving and Another v. Gray and Others. 
Pa Burton v. Furniss. 

Srrrmyes at Nist Putvs, in Middlesex and London, before the Right Hon. 
Sir Fuevexicx Poiiock, Knight, Lord Chief Baron of her Majesty's 
Court of Exchequer, after MicnazLmas TEEM, 1857. 

In Middlesex. 

Thursday ........--c000 sscceses Nov. 26...Common Juries. 

27...Inland Revenue & Common Juries. 

28...Special Juries. 











There will be a Second Court for the trial of Common Jury causes, if 
necessary, commencing in Middlesex, on Monday the 30th Novem 
and in London, on Monday the 14th December. 


The Court will sit at 10 o'clock. 


Erchequer Chamber, 
The Court stated that they hoped to give judgment, on Monday the 
30th November, in the following cases :— 
Muggletone v. Barnett. 
Marriage v. The Eastern Counties Railway Company; and 
Colin v. Wright. 


Circuits of the Hudges. 

Days and places appointed for holding Special Commissions of Oyer 
and Terminer and Gaol Delivery for the under-mentioned places :— 
Lancashire—Saturday, Nov. 28, at Liverpool. 

Kent—Tuesday, Dec. 1, at Maidstone. 
Northamptonshire—Thursday, Dec. 3, at Northampton. 
Nottinghamshire—Saturday, Dec. 5, at Nottingham. 

Town of Nottingham—The same day, at the town of Nottingham. 
Lincolnshire—Wednesday, Dec. 9, at the Castle of Lincoln. 

City of Lincoln—The same day, at the city of Lincoln. 

Derbyshi: y, Dec. 12, at Derby. 
Warwickshire—Wednesday, Dec. 16, at Warwick. 
Yorkshire—Wednesday, Dec. 2, at the Castle of York. 

City of York—The same day, at the Guildhall of the same city. 
Durham—Tuesday, Dec. 15, at Durham. 

Northumberland—Monday, Dec. 21, at the Castle of Newcasile-upon- 


Tyne. 
Town of Leen agen tyne —te same day, at the Guildhall of the 
same to 
Woretstetshive-iunsiag, Dec. 3, at Worcester. 
City of Worcester—The same day, at the city of Worcester. 
Gloucestershire—Monday, Dec. 7, at Gloucester. 
City of Gloucester—The same day, at the city of Gloucester. 
taffordshire—Thursday, Dec, 10, at Stafford. 
, Dec. 7, at the Castle of Winchester. 
Devonshire—Saturday, Dec. 12, at the Castle of Exeter 
City of Exeter—The same day, at the Guildhall of the said city. 
Somerset—Friday, Dec. 18, at the Castle of Taunton. 
Chester—Thursday, Dec. 3, at Chester. 
Glamorganshire—Thursday, Dec. 17, at Cardiff. 








> 
_ 
Births, Marriages, and Deaths. 
BIRTHS. 
HEBBERT-—On Nov. 23, at Edgbaston, Birmingham, the wife of Mr. 
John B. Hebbert, Solicitor, of a son. 
MARSDEN—On Nov. 20, at Maismore-place, Park-road, Peckham, Mrs, 
G. W. Marsden, of a daughter. 
STORY—On Nov. 19, at St. Thomas-street, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, the 
wife of Henry Story, Esq., Solicitor, prematurely, of twins, a son and 
a daughter. 
WICKENS—On Nov. 20, in Gloucester-square, the wife of John Wickens, 
Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, of a son. 
WINTERBOTHAM--On Nov. 19, at Tewkesbury, the wife of W. Winter- 
botham, Esq., Solicitor, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGES, 
MORGAN—JEANNERET—On Nov. 18, at Maidstone Church, Charles 
Morgan, Esq., of Maidstone, Solicitor, to Mary Anne, only daughter of 
Henry Jeanneret, Esq., of Lincoln's-inn-fields, Solicitor. 
POWELL—CLARKSON—On Nov. 25, at Christchurch, Bayswater, by the 
Rev. Richard Harvey, Rector of Hornsey, Joseph Tringham Powell, 
Esq., of Charles-street, Berkeley-square, second son of Henry Powell, 
Esq., to Fanny Matilda, daughter of Frederick Clarkson, Esq., of 53 
Cleveland-square, Hyde-park. 
DEATHS. 
MURPHY—On Nov. 25, at 3 Middle-row, Holborn, Susannah, widow of 
the late James Hugh Murphy, Esq., Solicitor, of Uxbridge, Middlesex, 


aged 71. 
RUSSELL—On Nov. 17, at Randolph-crescent, Edinburgh, Edith Anne, 
oungest daughter of Francis Russell, Esq., Advocate, 
STORY—On Nov. 19, at St. Thomas-street, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, the 
twin children of Henry Story, Esq., Solicitor. 


Guclaimed Stock in the _ of Cnglany. 

The Amount of Stock heretofore standi the foll Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming - hy pond “unless other Claimants 
appear within Three Months :— 

Baynes, WALTER GEorGE, Esq., Macerata, Italy, £500 Consols.—Claimed 
by CLaupia BaRBaRa SULPICIA VALERY Baynes, Widow, administra- 








trix. 

Cuerney, Exiza, Spinster, Upper Charlotte-st., Fitzroy-sq., £1,100 Re- 
duced.—Claimed by WiLLtamM Core, sole executor. 

Deaurry, Witi1am, Archdeacon of Surrey, Rev, Ricuarp Sankey, Vicar 
of Farnham, ree? and Rev, Joun Cuanpuer, Vicar of Whitley, 
Surrey, £31: 4: 10 Consols,—Claimed by RicHarp SANKEY and Joun 
CHANDLER, the survivors, 

Cory, Tuomas, Pawnbroker, Waterloo-rd., Lambeth, £100 Reduced.— 
Claimed by Tuomas Coe. 

Deemy, Sakau, Widow, Wandsworth, Surrey, £400 Reduced, —Claimed 
by Saran Deeme. 

Fannis, Ricuarp, Baker, Long-acre, £33: 11: 6 Consols.—Claimed by 
RicHaRD Fanuis. 

Hopaoson, Cunistoruen, Esq,, Gt. Dean's-yd., or and Joun 
Burpen, Esq, Parliament-st., Westmigster, £27: 16: 9 Consols.— 
Claimed by Cur , the survivor. 

Ov1eLD, som Gent., Victoria-cract., Ramagate, £1:9:6 Annuities, end- 
ing Oct, 10, 1859.—Claimed by Evizaneriu Mary OvinLp, Widow, ad- 
ministratrix, 

Simons, Wittiam Sivccain, Gent., Leeds, Yorkshire, £52 : 5 New i, 10s. 
per Cents,—-Claimed by Hywsny Youna and Francis Fuapeats, the 
executors, 
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Syzyp, EDWARD, ze. Byrkley-1 Lichfield, £100: 12 : 7 New 3 per 
Cents.—Claimed by Mary Emma Snevp, Spinster, surviving executrix. 
Sr. THIAGO, poet JozE DE CuRVALHO, Gent., Pernambuco, B: 
and Estuer Emma Gooparr, his wife, E194: 14 Consols.—Claimed by 
ANTONIO JOZE DE CURVALHO St. THIAGO and EstHER Emma GOODAIR. 
ToOOTELL, WILLIAM SMiTH, Gent., Edgeware, Middlesex, £33: 6: 8 Con- 
sols,—Claimed by W1LL1am SmitH TOOTELL. 





» = 
i ae 
Heirs at Law and Peyt of Kin. 
Advertised for in the London Gazette and elsewhere during the Week. 

Apams, Jonny, Grorce Apams, or Mary Apams, children of THomas 
ApaMs, now or late of Wellington, county of Salop (nailor or worker 
in iron), if alive on the 4th day of May, 1857.—They or their heirs to 
apply personally to Mr. W. Clifford Smith, 11 Exeter-pl., Chelsea, within 
two years from May 4, 1857. 

Humpureys, Jonn Joseru (a son of Humparey Humpareys, Grocer, de- 
ceased, formerly of Islington), who sailed from England in 1851 for 
Adelaide, South Australia, and who is supposed afterwards to have gone 
to the gold mines.—His next of kin to apply to Mr. W. H. Skynner, 42 
Mortimer-st., Cavendish-sq. 

Ir Truotay G or his ck or the children of RrcHarp GRE- 
Gory, and JoHN and uae FARLEY, and Jonn Far.ey, their son, 
make application to Mr. J. Gibbs, 1 Church-bldgs., Chancery-la., Lon- 
don, before Dec. 7, they will hear of something to their advantage in 
the suit of Grego’ Aes Bons oe er. 

LoGan, DANIEL, or aw (whe died, at Bangkok, in 1857).—His next of 
kin to apply to the Solicitor of the Treasury. 

Moss, Izarp, Spinster, Cirencester, Gloucester (who died in Feb. 1856). 
Looker v. Moss, V. C. Stuart. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 21. Hearing, 
Dec. 23, at 12. or 

+> 


foney Market. 


CITY, Frmay Evenrne. 

The improvement in the English Funds has been very regular 
all the week. In the last three days a considerable advance 
has been established. The closing price of Consols this after- 
noon for money is 91¢ to 91} per Cent., being 13 per Cent. 
better than this day week. Money is more abundant, and the 
demand gradually subsiding, and no revival of the foreign 
drain of gold. The Bank of France has reduced its rate of 
discount one per Cent., and if no fresh difficulties intervene, it 
is expected the Bank of England will take a similar step next 
week, 

From the Bank of England return for the week ending the 
25th November, 1857, which we give below, it appears that the 
amount of notes in circulation is £21,340,305, being a decrease 
of £66,105; and the stock of bullion in both departments is 
£7,263,672, showing an increase of £779,576 when compared 
with the previous return. The reserve of notes is stated at 
£1,918,840, so that, at the date of the account, a very small 
portion of the issue of £2,000,000 under the Government letter 
still remained in circulation. 

The Simla has arrived at Suez with nearly £300,000 from 
Australia, and gradual reinforcements of bullion flow into the 
Bank. 

A meeting of the creditors of Messrs. Dennistoun & Co. was 
held yesterday at the London Tavern, when a proposal was 
made and accepted for payment by instalments, extending over 
two and half years, of twenty shillings in the pound. 

The returns of the Board of Trade for the month of October 
were issued on Wednesday. They present a very different 
aspect from those of previous months. Cotton yarn is the only 
important article of manufacture which shows any considerable 
increase in comparison with the corresponding month of the 
preceding year. Several articles the export quantities of which 
have previously shown a remarkable increase—namely, cottons, 
linens, iron and steel, silks, and spirits now exhibit material 
decrease. This is the natural consequence of the great stagna- 
tion of trade which has existed in the manufacturing districts 
during the period embraced by the returns. 

As regards foreign and colonial articles imported, the same 
unfavourable influence has operated. The consumption of sugar, 
spirits, wines, tobacco, coffee, and cocoa, has diminished. In 
silk manufactnres, both of Europe and India, there is also a 
considerable falling off in the quantities taken for home con- 
sumption. 

It is believed that the issues of the Bank of England have 
now returned to a point within the limit authorised by the 
Act of Parliament, and an early re-establishment of the ordi- 
nary law may therefore be expected. It was estimated on good 
grounds, that, in the week prt the 11th of November, the 
amount of bills discounted by the Bank was not less than 
£5,000,000; and for the week ending the 18th of November, 
the amount discounted was still larger. The returns seem to 

rove that Lombard-street has been drawing an immense amount 

m the Bank without increasing, but rather diminishing, ac- 














commodation to customers, choosing rather to accumulate at the 
Bank very large deposits, to be ready at any moment. 

The drain upon the Bank reserve of notes must, however, be 
accounted for by some other cause than this exchange of 
discounts for deposits, because it is obvious that increased 
deposits at the Bank reinforced the reserve of notes. But 
provincial bankers carried off notes into the country, and kept 
them in their tills to supply not only the demand for purposes 
of regular trade but also the exigencies of extraordinary panic. 

During the past week failures have been announced of many 
mercantile houses of high credit and estimation, and on Wed- 
nesday an important addition to the list of failing joint-stock 
banks occurred by the dishonour in London of the drafts of the 
Northumberland and Durham District Bank. The liabilities of 
this bank are supposed to amount to £3,000,000. It was, at 
one time, a bank of issue, but has subsequently adopted the 
notes of the Bank of England. Its head office is at Newcastle, 
with many branches in the adjacent towns. No doubt seems 
to be entertained of the ultimate liquidation of all claims, but 
in the mean time extensive inconvenience and suffering may be 
caused in the populous districts around. Early and well managed 
interference will be necessary to prevent many thousands of 
labourers and artisans from being thrown out of employ in con- 
sequence of mining undertakings and other works d 
greatly for pecuniary means upon advances from this bank. 
Several persons of great wealth and influence are included in the 
list of proprietors, 

Facts are being gradually developed which prove that failures 
commencing in the disappointment of supplies from the United 
States have gradually extended throughout a wide field of un- 
sound over-trading, supported by an equally unsound system of 
pecuniary accommodation on the part of numerous banks. The 
desire for wealth, quickly got, has produced the over-grown 
extension of trade upon which we have been so frequently « con- 
gratulated—has brought ruin upon th d of 
the cause of mischief—and has generated a degree of alarm 
which became overwhelming, and induced Ministers to take 
upon themselves the responsibility of abrogating the Bank Act. 
The small amount of extraordinary aid which has proved 
adequate to supply the demands on the one hand of unreason- 
able fears, and on the other of unsound speculation, seems to 
show an occasion of very inadequate importance to have pro- 
duced so serious an overthrow of our monetary system as by 
law established. The amount of over issne by the Bank is put 
down at £2,000.000, but as the bank, at the same time, held in 
reserve more than £1,500,000, the actual amount required for 
relief was less than half a million, which has been subsequently 

















withdrawn. 
English Funds. 
Encuisn Fuxps. | Sat. | Mon. ‘aon. | Tues. | Wed | Thur. | Fri 
| sen ee 

Bank Stock ..........seceeses } 24 214 214 12, ola 15 15 jw 216 
3 per Cent. Red. Ann. .. eal i? be 883 19 88k | | | 893 8 903 
3 per Cent, Cons. Ann.... 90 895, 89} § | $08 $903 2 # 91 
New 3 per Cent. Ann. . ssi i 1 “e i * * fs got set 4 # 893 
New 24 per Cent. Ann... ; 7 o eas 
5 per Cent. Annuities ...) ... on ais | oa ie 
i Ann. (exp. Jan. 5,| | | 

TOGO) ..cccccccccccceces -coees coe 1 15-16)1 15-161 15-16]... 
Do, 30 years (exp. Oct. 10,| | - 

RR cs ts aad TES 
De, 30 yeare (exp. Jem. a) | | 

Pence: Cees 
De, 08 (exp. Apr. 5) | ! 
ececesccccccsovceasecese! ae | v7 vee brs wee 18} 

India Stock .....cceeeeseeeees { 216 | eee eve 215} 
India Bonds (£1,000) . | neat 30s. dis}... 
Do. (under £1,000) ... “Igsa dis.’ dis} “. [40a dia (35a dia 38a dis, 


Exch. Bills (£1,000) Mar, jis. dis, j % ae) 6s dis. 4s. dis.) 7s. dis. 
——— --—- June m4 we owe 
Exch, Bills (£500) ae 8s. dis! 7 dis 88. dis! Is dis} ... 


Exch, Bills (Small) Mar as “dis. 108 ‘dis vs ‘is, . | Gaeta 





Exch. Bi Bills pret one wee ove one wee os 
Exch. Bonds, 1858, aj! | 
per IONE cr contstibecsceien 9RF | eee ase | eee eee 98 
Exch. Bonds, 1859, 3}! i 
__ POP CEE, crecereecoreennreel 97) |. | 978 t| | 97@ | 9783) 98 


~ Ensurance Companies. 
Equity and Law 
English and Scottish Law 
Law Fire 
Law Life 
Law Reversionary I 
Law Union 
Legal and C 
Legal and General Life 
London and Provincial 
Medical, Legal, and @ 
Solicitors’ and General 
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Railway Htock. 
Railways. Sat. | Mon. | Tues. | Wed. | Thur; Fri. 

Bristol and Exeter ...|_ ... 834 | ine ses oe seo 
Caledonian... ... «| 734 4 |74 23.3) 73§ | 742 | 7583 | 76 58 
Chester and Holyhead...| ... se | oats 30 bee 30} 
East Anglian... .. ek A. Lea Eumececd on Le 
Eastern nion A stock .| ... oe ae aan ose ° 
East Lancashire ose 87 aes 862 Se ove 
Edinburgh and Glasgow}... 58 59 3st 583 | 59 
Edin., Perth. & Dundee.| ... ge 208 26 ove ase 
Glasgow &South Western) ... ose «ae eee cas ove 
Great Northern... 923 | ... 91 | 913 2] 9141 | 90} 1 
Gt. South a West (Ire). ave ove 96: ie ao ° 
Great W wee sve} 48 7% [48 74 § 479.8 | 484 | 483 | 494 
pha ng Yorkshire . Si 89 8} |88} ; 9 hes | § | 88 90 8 
Lon., Brighton, & S.Coast!102} 2 |1023 2, lol {102} | 102$ !1023 3, 
London & North Western! 933 } | 933 93443] 933 | 943 4 | 94} i 
London and S, Western .| 843 5 | 85 4 843.5 | 854 | 853 7 6 
Man., Shef., and Lincoln) 354 3 | 35} 254 | 36 5} | 3: ion 
Midland ... ... ... «| 80§ 81 803) 803 1}! 81% 81g 24} 822 3 
Norfolk ... ... « ose eee ene ove 
North British .. | 463-7 | 464 7 46) § 7) 463 7 474 48 7} 
North Eastern (Berwick) 913 903 os 14 Z (91 2 923 14 
North London... «..|« pi 92 oer ooo ase 
Oxford, Wore. & Wolv. . 283 de 28} . ome 284 93 
Seottish Central ... .../ LOIS 1033 | ... eee eve eee 
Scot.N.E. Aberdeen Stock; ... 22 oF ons tna 22 
Shropshire Union... ...| ... ts ver’ ik os 623 

h-Eastern ... «| GOE 1} 60 | 60E | 61983] ... ii 
Bouth-Wales ... 20. see} ove ieo se 79} 83)... aes 





Bank of England, 


AN ACCOUNT, PURSUANT TO THE ACT 7TH AND 8TH VICTORIA, C. 32, FOR 
THE WEEK ENDING ON WEDNESDAY, THE 25TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1857. 
IS8UE DEPARTMENT. 


£ & 
Notesissued* . 23,259,145 | Government Debt. 11,015,100 
m Other Securities . > 459,900 
Gold Coin and Bullion. 6,784,145 

Silver Bullion . ° one 


£23,259, 145 £23, 259,145 


BANKING DEPARTMENT. 


£ £ 
Proprietors’ Capital 14,553,000; Government Securities 
Rest. 3,447,179 (inc Dead Weight 
Public Deposits (includ- Annuity) . . 5,807,447 
ing Exchequer, Say- Other Securities . . 31,850,717 
ings’ Banks, Commis- Notes . ¢ ‘ - 1,918,840 
sioners of National Gold and Silver Coin . 479,527 


Debt, and Dividend 


Accounts . 5,788,998 
Other Deposits 14,951,516 
Seven Day _ other 
Bills . ° 815,838 
£39,556,531 £39,556,531 











Dated the 26th day of Nov., 1857. M. MARSHALL, Chief Cashier. 
* N.B. Of which £2,000,000 are issued under the authority of the 
letter from the First Lord of the Treasury and the Chancellor of the 


Exchequer. 
—_—_—__—_—_—_ 
London chasettes, 


Bankrupts. 
Turspay, Nov. 24, 1857. 

BRIDGE, Ricuarp, Cottonspinner, Chatterton, also at Water, and at 
Dunoakshaw, Lancashire. Dec. & and 30, at 12; Manchester. Of. Ass. 
Hernaman. Sol. Rowley, Manchester. Pet. Nov. 20. 

COLLS, Artuur, Draper, Poplar. Com. Holroyd: Dec. 8, at2; and Jan. 
6, at 12; Basinghall-st. Off. Ass. Lee, Sols, Sole, Turner, & Turner, 68 
Aldermanbury. /et. Nov, 12. 

FABERT, Joun Orro WiLi1aM, Ship-chandler, Liverpool. Com. Perry: 
Dec. 9 and 29, at 11; Liverpool. Off. Ass. Cazenove. Sols. Evans & 
Son, Commerce-ct., Lord-st., Liverpool. Pet. Nov. 20, 

GILSON, Tuomas, Shirt-front and Collar Manufacturer, Manchester. 
Dec. 4 and 30, at 1%; Manchester. Off. Ass. Hernaman. Sols, Sale, 

Worthington, & Shipman, Manchester. et. Nov. 20, 
HEMINGWAY, Joseru, Wool Manufacturer, 74 Cleveland-st., Fitzroy- 
Com. Fonblanque: Dec. 5 and Jan. 12, at 12.30; Basinghall-st. 
Off. Ass. Stansfeld. Sol. Roscoe, 14 King-st., Finsbury-sq. Pet, Nov. 10. 

PARRY, Danytex Best, Whitesmith, Liverpool. Com. Stevenson: Dec, 3 
and Jan, 7, at 11; Liverpool. Off Ass. Turner. Sol Banner, North 
John-st., Liverpool, et. Nov. 17, 

PELLING, Gzonox, Carpenter, 5 Holloway-pl, Holloway-rd., and 14 
Sidney-st., City-rd. Com. Fonblanque: Dee. 4, at 12; and Jan. 8, at 1; 
Basinghali-st. Off. Ass. Stansfeld. Sol, Chidley, 10 Basinghall-st. 
Pet, Nov. \7. 

PRICE, Row .anp, Scrivener, Stourbridge. Com. Balguy: Dec. 7 and 
Jan. 11, at 11; Birmingham. O/. Ass. Whitmore. Sols. Saunders & 
Son, Kidderminster; Grazebrook, Stourbridge; or James & Knight, 
Birmingham. Pet. Nov. 2. 

STEEL, James, Liverpool Com. Stevenson: Dec. 4, at 12; and Jan. 4, 
atii; LiverpooL G/f Ass. Bird. Sols. Lowndes, Bateson, & Lowndes, 


Liver; Pet, for A Sept. 4. 
STOCKMARR, Jouany Heweicu Tuzopor, & Curistian Gorriies 
Srxuper, Commission and General Merchants, 264 Basinghall-st 








om Sevens Dec. 4, at 0.00), an Jan, 7, at 12; Basinghall-st. 
Off. Ass. J Soi, Elmslie, 10 Lombard-st. Pet, Noy, 13, 
SWIFT, Jonn Henry, Draper, Huddersfield. Com, West: Dec. 10 - 
‘an.’ 21, at 11; Commercial-bldgs,, Leeds, Off. Ass. Young. 


12a 
mkt. Com. Fonblanque: Dee, 4, at 1; and Jan. 8, at 12.30; Basing- 
hall-st. Off. Ass. Graham. Sol. Reyn nolds, 67 Chancery-la. Pet. Nov. 20. 
THOMSON, Rar Harpe, Commission and Forwarding —, Liver- 
pool. Com. Perry: Dec. 2 and 29, at 12; Liverpool, (/f. Ass. Ca- 
zenove. Sol. Yates, 22 Fenwick-st., Liverpool. Pet, Nov. if 
TYLER, Witu1am, Printer, Bolt-ct., Fleet-st. Com. Evans: Dec. 4 and 
Jan. 7, at 1; Basinghali-st. Of. Ass. Johnson. Sol. Clarke, 29 Bed- 
winkiNtin! tases neh 
LKIN oMAS JAMES, Surgeon and A’ Hul: Man- 
diester, Tee. 4 ond Jen. 14, 06 11; Menahanten Of, 4es, Heroaman. 
Sol. Taylor, Cooper-st., Manchester. Pet. Nov. 21, 


Fripay, Nov. 27, 1857. 

ALDRIDGE, Witt14m Henry Duncan, Tailor, Great Bridge, Stafford- 
shire. Com, : Dec. 10 and Jan. 8, at 11.30; Off. 
Ass. Whitmore. Sols, Southall & Nelson, Birm Pet. Nov. 16. 

BEAN, Gsoree, Hosier, 95 Cheapside. Com, Evans: Dee, 8 im dan. 5, 
at 12; Basinghall-st. Off. Ass. Bell. Sols. Davidson & ury, 
Weaver’ a Pet. Nov. 26. 

BILLSON, Joun Wit.iam, Bookseller, Leicester. Com. Balguy: Dec. 8 
and Jan. 12. at 10.30; Shire-hall, Nottingham. Of. Ass. Harris. Sols. 
Wadsworth & Watson, Birmingham, et. Noy. 24, 

GREEN, Tuomas Joun, Provision Merchant. 20 Merkle, Com. Evans: 
Dec. 8, at 12,30; and Jan. 7, at 11; Basinghall-st. Of. Ass. Johnson. 
Sol. Evans, 72 Coleman-st, Pet. Nov. 10, 

HAHN, Epwarp Herman, & Herman Frerstapt (Hahn & Co.), Cap 
Manufacturers, 38 Stamford-st., Blackfriars-rd. Com, Holroyd: Dec. 8, 
at 2.30; and Jan. 12, at 12; Basinghall-st, Off. Ass. Lee, Sol. Ablett, 
6, Newcastle-st., Strand, Pet. Noy. 25, 

HAYWARD, JOSEPH, Innkeeper, Rose and Chequers Inn, Market-pl., 
Andover. Com. Fonblanque: Dec. 4, at 1.30; and Jan. 12, at 1; 
Basinghall-st. Off. Ass. Graham. Sols. Gr d, Wi ter ; or 
Godwin, 4 Essex-ct., Temple. Pet. Nov. 26. 

JEWELL, Gzorcs Smits, Builder, Willow-walk, Bermondsey, and 266 
Albany-rd., Camberwell. Com, Holroyd: Dec. 8, at 3; and Jan. 12, at 
= Basinghall-st. Off. Ass. _— Sols, Hine, Robinson, & Haycock, 

Charterhouse-sq. Pet. Nov. 2 

LUCAS. Simon, jun., Grocer, 35 Digheth, Birmingham. Com, Balguy: 
Dec. 10 and Jan. 8, at 11.30; Birmingham. Of. Ass. Whitmore. Sols. 
Southall & Nelson, Birmingham. Pet. Nov. 14. 

MINCHIN, Jony, Milliner, Newport, Monmouthshire, Com. Hill: Dee. 
8 and Jan. 5, at 11; Bristol Og. Ass. Acraman. Sols. Cathcart, 
emper', Feat or Bevan & Girling, Smali-st., Bristol. 

v. 

MOSELY, Henry Bensamin, Dentist, Grantham, Lincolnshire, and Great 
Vine-st., Regent-st. Com. Evans: Dec. 8, at 12; and Jan. 5, at 11.30; 
ede a? Of. Ass. Jobnson. Sol. Lewis, 48 Bedford-row. 

et. Nov. 2 

MOSS, Jonny, Grocer, Walsall, Staffordshire. Com. Balguy: Dec. 7 and 
Jan, 11, at 10.30; Birmingham. Of. Ass. Whitmore. Sols. Wilkinson, 
jun., Walsall ; or James & Knight, Birmingham. Pet, Nov. 24. 

ROBLEY, Ricuarp, & Epmunp WatterR Brices, Lace Man vn SE 
Nottingham. Com. Balguy: Dec. 8 and Jan. 12, at 10.30; Shire-hall, 
Nottingham. Of. Ass. Harris. Sols, Bowley & Ashwell, Nottingham: 
Pet. Nov 24. 

THOMPSON, Wit1aM, Dealer in Artificial Manures, Tamerton Foliott, 
near Plymouth. Com. Bere: Dec. 3, at 10; and Jan. 14, at 1; Athe- 
neum, Plymouth. Off. Ass. Hirtzel. ‘Sols, Robins, Plymouth ; or Stog- 
don, Exeter. Pet. Nov. 25. 

THOMPSON, Wii.1aM, Miller, Lichfield. Com, Sol, Crabb and Jan. 
4, at 10.30 ; Birmingham. Off. Ass. Christie. is. Crabb, igen de. 

or James & Knight, Birmingham. Pet. Nov. 2 

WARRENER, James, Dealer in Fancy Goods, ee Com, 
Holroyd: Dec. 10 and Jan. 12, at 1; Basinghall-st. Og. Ass, Edwards, 
Sols, Mason & Sturt, 7 Gresham-st. Pet. Nov. 26. 

YEOWARD, Joszrn, Shipbroker, Liverpool. Com. Stevenson; Dec. 11 
and Jan. 1, at 11; ‘Liverpool Of. Ass. Bird. Sols. Rogerson & Pea- 
cock, Liverpool. "Pet. Nov. 23, 

BANKRUPTCY ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Nov, 27, 1857. 
OrForD, WILLIAM, Grocer, Great Yarmouth. Nov. 26, 
MEETINGS, 
TurEspAyY, Nov. 24, 1857. 

Asuman, THomMAs NaTuantret, Currier, Yeovil, Somersetshire. Aud. Accs 

é: whi Dec, 9, at 11; and Div. Dec, 17, at 11; Queen-st., Exeter, 
Me. 

oe a JAMES, Freeoney, Warrington, Lancashire. Div. Dec. 15, at 

1 








Bringgs, Jou, & PAs wea Joun Cann, Millwrights, Belper, Derbyshire. 
Div., Fo est. J. Bridges, Dec. 15, at 10,30; Shire-hall, Nottingham. 
Com. guy. 

Coorss, THomas Bruce, Builder, York-pl., Old Kent-rd. Div. Dec. 16, 
at 2; Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque. 

Cuowrmen, Epwakrp (E, Crowther & Aaa Maret, Manchester. Div. 
Dee. 17, at 11; Manchester. Com. Ski 

Deax, ALIcr, & Apam Dean (A, Dean & Ca), Milysights, Bolton, Lan- 
cashire. First Div. Dec. 17, at 12; 

Fixca, WiiiraM, formerly of 37 Crutched- friars, eisesees of 16 Woburn- 
pl., Russell-sq., and then of 3 Bartholomew-la, Div, Dec, 15, at 11; Ba- 
singhall-st. Com, Evans. 

Francis, Toomas, Builder, 11 Lamb-pl., Kingsland-rd., Middlesex. ast 
pe lll er at 12; Basinghall-st. (By adj. from Oct. 30.) Com. Fon- 

que. 

Gorcn, Joun Davis, & THomas Henry Gorton, Bankers, Tanners, &c., 
Kettering and ave Northamptonshire, and 43 Long-acre, Middlesex. 
Div. Dee. 16, at ; Basinghall-st, Com. Fonblanque. 

GRIMBHAW, » onl Ricuarp, Master Coalminer, Pemberton, Lancashire. 

ee... Des, 17, at 1 H} we oy “— athe don 
ICHENS, eee, erchan iomas the ie, Devon. Aud, Accs. 
& Prf, Dedts. Dec. 9, at 11; and Div. Dec, 17, at 11; Queen-st,, Exeter, 
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Hi, ELizapera, gray “4 Mie Moorfields, Div. Dec. 16, at 
11.30; Basinghall-st. Com, F; 

Hirst, ‘GrorGE MILNEs, Geena | Hirst, & WILLIAM FREDERICK WIL- 

man, Manufacturers, Batley, Yorkshire. Div., sep. est. G. M. Hirst, 

Dee 15, at 11; yo eenieny Leeda, Com. Ayrton. 

JACKSON, RoBERt, Shipowner, 27 Lombard-st, inal Div, Dec. 18, at 11; 
Basinghall-st. (By adj. from Noy, 13.) Com, Evans. 

KirKBRIDE, Isaac, & JOHN KIRKBRIDE, Stone and Marble Masons, Car- 
lisle. Div. Dec. 16, at 11; Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. 

i 


Ellison. 

LowE, Jonn, Merchant, Manchester. Div, Dec. 17, at 12; Manchester. 
Com, Jemmett, 

MorrRaLt, James, Leather-dresser, Upper Russell-st., Bermondsey. ur. 
Div. Dec. 16, at 12.30; Basinghall-st. Com, Fonblanque, 

PoPpPLEWELL, MatTHew James, Merchant, 13 Clement's-la., & Robert 
Gorr, Merchant, 3 New London-st.; lately carrying on business in 
eopartnership, as Merchants, at 47 Lime-st. (Popplewell, Goff, & Co.). 
Div. Dec, 15, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque. 

Porrer, THomas WELBORN, Corn Merchant, York. Div. Dee, 15, at 11; 
Commercial-bldgs., Leeds. Com. Ayrton. 

PRocKTER, JAMES EckLeEY, Shipowner, New-quay, St. Columb Minor, 
Cornwall, Aud. Accs, & Prf. Debts. Dec. 9, at 11; and Div, Dec. 17, at 
11 ; Queen-st., Exeter. Com, Bere. 

Scrusy, JAMES, Grocer, Bishop's Stortford, Herts, Last Hx. Dee. 8, at 
12; Basinghall-st. (By adj. from Oct. 30), Com. Fonblanque. 

Suita, Ricnarp, Butcher, Salehurst, near Hurst Green, and Seddles- 
comb, near Battle, Sussex. Div, Dec, 18, at 2; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. 

SmirH, TILDEN, JAMES HILDER, GEORGE Scrivens, & Francis SMITH, 
Bankers, Hastings, Final Div., sep. est. G. Scrivens, Dec. 17, at 12; 
Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. 

TAYLOR, GEORGE (William Taylor & Sons), Silk Manufacturer, Derby. 
Div. Dec, 15, at 10.30; Shire-hall, Nottingham. Com, Balguy. 

TOWNSEND, MATTHEW, Manufacturer of Hosiery, Leicester, Div. Dec. 15, 
at 10; Shire-hall, Nottingham. Com. Balguy. 

VANDERSLUIS, SAMUEL, Tailor and Outfitter, 133 Lower Marsh, Lambeth, 
and Westminster-rd,, Lambeth. Last Ex, Dec. 15, at 11; Basinghall-st. 
Com, Evans, 

WarTERHOUSE, Epwin, Carpet Manufacturer, Dewsbury, Yorkshire. Div. 
Dec. 15, at 11; Commercial-bldgs., Leeds. Com. Ayrton. 

Wy Lp, Joun Horton (George Wyld & Sons), Wine and Spirit Merchant, 
83 Redcliff-st., Bristol, Div. Jan. 7, at 11; Bristol. Com. Hill. 

Frrpay, Nov. 27, 1857. 

Batty, Epwarp Hopaes, Sculptor, 17 Newman-st., Oxford-st., and 16 
Crescent, Camden-rd,-vils, Div. Dec. 21, at 130; Basinghall-st. Com. 
Holroyd 

Batrour, Bucnanan, Underwriter, late of St. Mary Axe, Leadenhall-st., 
now of Pinner's-hall-ct., Broad-st. Final Div. Dec, 18, at 12; Basing- 
hall-st. Com, Evans. 

Bravumont, MatrHew SHEARD, Corn and Flour Dealer, Huddersfield, Div. 
Dee, 18, at 11; Commercial-bldgs., Leeds, Com. West. 

BurGe, RicwakrpD, Bookseller, Manchester. Div. Dec. 23, at 11; Manches- 
ter. Com, Jemmett. 

CRUICKSHANK, Patrick, Jonn Metvitiz, & WittiaM FAUNTLEROY 
Srreet, Merchants, Austin-friars, Div. sep. est. J. Melville, Dec. 18, 
at 12; Basinghall-st. Com. Holroyd. 

Davigs, Evan, Linen Draper, Swansea, Glamorganshire. Div. Jan, 7, at 
11; Bristol, Com. Hill, 

Epwarps, Wr.1i1,mM, Common Brewer, Stamford, Lincolnshire. Aud. 
Aces, & Div. Dec. 18, at 10.30; Shire-hall, Nottingham, Com. Balguy. 
FoLKarD, JoHN BAXTER, Tailor, 69 Jermyn-st., Westminster. Div, Dec. 

21, at 11.30; Basinghall-st. Com, Goulburn. 

Fossry, Groner, & James STEEL, Timber Merchants, Norway Wharf, 
Millwall. Div. Dec, 21, at 2.30; Basinghall-st. Com. Goulburn. 

Hawkey, Wituiam Epwarp, Tailor, 4 Sykes-ter., Mile-end-rd. Div. 
Dec, 18, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com. Holroyd. 

Jonrs, CHARLES, Sailmaker, Gloucester. Dir. Jan. 14, at 11; Bristol. 
Com. Hill. 

Marston, Tuomas BurninGE, Dyer, Leicester. = Accs. & Div. Dec, 18, 
at 10.30; Shire-hall, Nottingham. Com. Balgu 

Mertens, Henry, & ‘Joun SUTCLIFFE, Deore’ 2 Descitey Bridge, York- 

ire. Div. Dec. 18, at 11;,Commercial-bldgs., Leeds. Co est, 

Nicuotsoy, Thomas Watson, Oil and Flock Merchant, ier Saiter- 
— Halifax. Div. Dec. 18, at \1; Commercial-bldgs., Lee s. Com. 

est. . 

Prior, Aswer, & WiLt1AM Prior, Ironmongers, Tonbridge-pl., New-rd. 
Div. joint est., Dec, 11, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com. Holroyd. 

Roper, Tuomas, Wholesale Druggist, 6 Falcon-sq. Div. Dec. 21, at 1; 

Basinghall-st. Com. Holroyd, 

Stan.ey, Georce Henpy, Builder, 26 Cannon-st.-rd., St. George’s-in-the- 
East. Prf. Debts, Dec, 10, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. 

THRELFALL, Iron Merchant, Preston, Lancashire. Div. Dec. 22, at 12; 

Manchester, Com. Jemmett. 

Wirenny, Urtan, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer, Holme Bridge, Almond- 

bury, Yorkshire. Div, Dec, 18, at 11; Commercial- -blags., Leeds. 


Com, West, 
DIVIDENDS. 
Turspay, Nov. 24, 1857. 
Canter, BenJamin, Cloth Merchant, Barnsley. First, 5s. Young, 5 
ark-row, Leeds; any day, 10 to 1 

Greocory, Bensamin, Builder, rage Nl a 4d. Brewin, 11 St. 
James’s-st., Sheffield; any Tuesday, | 

Grirritus, Ricuarp, Draper, late of pelihell, afterwards of Pen y Chain, 
Abereirch, Carnarvonshire. na 8s, 8d. "Turner, 53 South John-st., 
Liverpool; any Wednesday, 11 to 

Hartait, & M‘Kean, Merchants, *Huddereficld. First, 5s. Young, 5 
Park-row, Leeds; any day, 11 to | 

Witson, KNOWLTON, Surgeon, Sheffield. Second, 1s, 4gd. ; and First and 
Second, on new proofs, 5s. 4jd. Brewin, 11 St. James's-st., Sheffield; 
any Tuesday, 11 to 2, 

Frinay, Nov, 27, 1857. 

Carr, WittiaM Riprey, & Henry Frepertcx Scort, Iron Manufacturers, 
Northumberland. First, 9y%yd. sep. est. H. F. Scott, Baker, Royal- 
arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; any Saturday, 10 to 3. 

Gorpow, Lovrsa omg Bookseller Dean's-pl, South Lambeth. 
aoe 4s. 7d. Basinghall-st.; four next Wednesdays, 





HeatuFreLp & Apvrrow, Manuf cturing Chemists, Princes-sq., Finsbury. 
Second, ls. Edwards, 22 Basinghall-st.; four next Wednesdays, 11 
to 2. 

Horsratt, Luxx, Tailor, Accrington First, 3j¢. Hernaman, 69 Princess- 
st., Manchester; any Tuesday, 10 to 1. 

Jopiine, WitttaM, Linen and Woollen Draper, Wolsingham, Durham. 
First, 2s. 2¢. Baker, Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; any Satur- 
day, 10 to 3. 

MiroHeLt, WitttamM, Henry MircHert, & Joun Mircuent, Worsted 
Spinners, Hoarstones, Forest of Pendle. First, 2s. 11d. on new proofs, 
Hernaman, 69 Princess-st., Manchester; any Tuesday, 10 to 1. 

Morton, James, Ironmonger, Huntingdon. First, 7s. Cannan, 18 
Aldermanbury; any Monday, 11 to 3. 

Stainton, SamueL, Licensed Victualler, Birmingham. First, 11d. 
Christie, 37 Waterloo-st., Birmingham ; any Thursday, !1 to 3. 

Sturton, THomas, & EpwarpD Key, Scriveners, Holbeach, Lincolnshire. 
First, 2s. 6d, joint est. ; and 7s. sep est. E. Key. Harris, Middle-pave- 
ment, Nottingham ; four next Mondays, 11 to 3. 

WALKER, Joun, Tobacco Manufacturer, Rochdale and Liverpool. First, 
7s. Turner, 19 South Castle-st., Liverpool; any Wednesday, !1 to 2. 
Wutey, Ricnaxp, Linen and Woollen Draper, Leicester. First, 10s. 
Harris, Middle-pavement, Nottingham ; four next Mondays, 11 to 3. 
CERTIFICATES. 

To be ALLOWED, unless Notice be given, and Cause shown on Day of Monting. 
Turspay, Nov. 24, 1857. 

ANDERSON, WILLIAM, Plumber, Broad-st., Ratcliff. Dee, 14, at 12; Bae 

singhall-st. 

ASHMAN, THOMAS NATHANIEL, Currier and Leatherseller, Yeovil, Somer- 
setshire. Dec. 17, at 11; Queen-st., Exeter. 

Bais, WILLIAM GirLineé, Tailor, 9 Islington-green. Dec, 17, at 12.30; 
Basinghall-st. 

Bear, Georce, Butcher, Sudbury, Suffolk. Dec. 16, at 2; Basing- 
hall-st. 

Brown, WILLIAM GeorcE, Clothier, London House, High-st., Dartford. 
Dec. 17, at 1; Basinghall-st. 

Carter, Henry, Tailor, Worthing, Sussex. Dec. 18, at 1.30; Basing- 
hall-st. 

Crocker, James, Ironmonger, Okehampton, Devon. Dec. 17, at 11; 
Queen-st., Exeter. 

Curtis, James, Tailor, Gresham,, Norfolk. Dec. 18, at 2; Basing- 
hall-st. 

Daniet, JosepH, Builder, Manche: Dec. 16, at 1; Manchester. 

Davies, Evay, Linendraper, Swansea, Glamorganshire, Jan. 5, at 11; 
Bristol, 

Dutton, Danrer, Grocer, Liverpool. Dec. 17, at 11; Liverpool. 

GLoverR, ReuBEN TnHEopoRE, & EpGcar AuGustus GLover, Licensed 

Victuallers, 221 Piccadilly. Dec. 16, at 2; Basinghall-st. 

GoopERED, Jouy FrevericK, Wine Merchant, 222 Piccadilly. Dee, 17, 

at 11.30; Basinghall-st. 

Goupg, Joun FisHer, Apothecary, 83 Cheapside. Dec. 16, at 2; Basing- 

hall-st. 

GuLt, GeorcE (George Gull & Co.), Tallow Broker, 1 Belsize-ter,, 

Hampstead, and 75 Old Broad-st., City. Dec. 16, at 1; Basing- 
hall-st. 


Hart, Tuomas, Hat Manufacturer, 41 Charlotte-st., Blackfriars. Dec, 18, 
at 1; Basinghall-st. 

Hirst, Wiitram (Hirst & Smith), Silk Manufacturer, Derby, Dee, 15, at 
10; Shirehall, Nottingham. 

Hunt, WiLiiam Epwarp, Licensed Victualler, Cock and Bottle, 82 and 
83 Strand. Dec. 16, at 11; Basinghall-st. 

Lazarns, Henry, Watch Manufacturer, 11 Wilmington-sq., Clerkenwell. 
Dec. 16, at 1.30; Basinghall-st. 

Lewis, FrEpERICK, Surgeon, 8 Surrey-pl., Kennington-pk. Dec, 18, at 1; 
Basinghall-st. 

Noakes, Jonny, Linendraper, 15 Park-pl, Kennington-cross. Dee. 18, at 
12.30; Basinghall-st. 

Parry, Joet, & Josep Parry, Builders, Houghton-st., Clare-market. 
Dec. 16, at 1.30; Basinghall-st. 

Row anv, Jonn, Joiner, St. Asaph, Flintshire. Dec. 15, at 11; Liver- 


ool, 

Sears, WILLIAM JosePpH, & James Sears, Printers, 3 and 4 Ivy-la, 
Paternoster-row. Dec. 17, at 11; Basinghall-st. 

Smirn, TitpeN, James Hi_pger, GEorGE Scuivens, & Francis Suita, 
Bankers, Hastings, Sussex; on application of G. Serivens and F. Smith. 
Dec. 17, at 12; Basinghall-st. 

Youne, Grorer, Victualler, Crosby's Head Public-house, Old-st,-rd 
Dec. 16, at 12; Basinghall-st. 

ZERMAN, Francesco, Coffee-house-keeper, Saville House, Leicester-sq. 
Dec. 17, at 12; Basinghall-st. 

Fripay, Vov. 27, 1857. 

Cnaprin, WitnraM, Straw-hat Manufacturer, Tring, Herts. Dec. 19, at 
11; Basinghall-st. 

Dorrert, CHARLES, Dealer in Wines and Spirits, 7 Serle-st., Lincoln’s- 
inn. Dec. 19, at 11.380; Basinghall-st. 

Ha.rorpb, Josern, lronmonger, Cheltenham. Dee. 29, at 11; Bristol. 

Pizziz, CaLes, Carpet and Matting Manufacturer, Bridge-st. and Castle- 
st., Saffron Walden, Essex, and Windsor-ter., City-rd., Middlesex. 
Dee. 19, at 11.30; Basinghall-st. 

WaLkKER, CHARLES, & FREDERICK JAMEs WALKER, Drapers, 3 Commer- 
cial-rd. East. Dec. 18, at 2; Basinghail-st. 

To be DELIVERED, unless APPEAL be duly entered. 
Tugspayx, Vor. 24, 1857. 

Broox, WittiaM Harvey, Cheesemonger, Peerless-pl., City-rd. Noy. 
18, 2nd class. 

Brown, WiLLiaM, Painter, Ramsgate, Kent. Nov. 18, Ist class, 

CocKERELL, JAMES CHARLES, Dealer in Horses, Eaton-row, Pimlico. 
Noy. 18, 2nd class 

Everitr, Epwarp Corr, Plumber and Glazier, East Rudham, Norfolk. 
Nov. 16, 3rd class. 

FaLcongr, Ropert, Dealer in Manure, 5 Wharf, Kingsland Basin, Hert- 
ford-rd. Nov, 18, 3rd class; to be suspended for twelye months. 

Foor, Joserx, Builder, Alma-pl., Plymouth, Devon. Noy. 12, and class. 

Hemicway, Bexsamin, Painter, Derby. Noy. 17, 3rd class; after a 
suspension of three months. " 
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M‘Kean, ANDREW, Timber Merchant, a Noy. 16, 3rd. class; 
to be suspended for nine months from Nov. 16. 

-RanDaLt, WILLIAM, Hotel-keeper, New Inn, Maidstone, Kent. Nov. 18, 
3rd class; to be suspended for twelve months from July 4. 

SoLomon, SoLomon, Tailor, 1 Strand. Nov. 18, 3rd class. 

TyLer, Wit11AM, Dealer in Foreign Animals, 19 Penton-pl., Walworth, 
commonly known as the Royal Surrey Gardens; and of Cringleford, 
Norfolk. Nov. 18, 2nd class. 

Wayre, WILLIAM, ‘Mantle Warehouseman, 96 Oxford-st. Nov. 18, 2nd 


class. 

Witter, Ricnarp, Linen and Woollen Draper, Leicester. Nov. 17, 2nd 
class. 

Farivar, Nov. 27, 1857. 

Bran, Joun, Coal Merchant, 2 New ces and 1 Albert-tér., Albert- 
rd., Sydenham-pk. Nov. 20, 2nd class. 

Burcs, RicuaRD, Bookseller, Manchester. Nov. 19, 2nd class., 

Daviss, Davip, Grocer, Liandilofawr, Carmarthenshire. 
2nd class. 

Farr, Jonny, Ironmonger, Castle-st., Bristol.. Nov. 23, 3rd class; after 
a suspension of eighteen calendar months, without protection. 

Hamittoy, Joun, & Ropert Hamitroy, Wireworkers, Halifax, York- 
shire. Nov. 20, 2nd class. 

Hammerr, NATHANIEL RapMorE, Grocer, Cardiff, Glamorganshire. Noy. 
24, 2nd class. 

Newsome, Wiuuiam, & Epwarp Witt1aM Hammonp, Scribbling Millers, 
Staincliffe, Batley, Yorkshire, and Goose-hill, Heckmondwike, Birstall. 
Nov. 23, 3rd class. 

KEIGHLEY, Witi1aM, SucpeN Keicuuey, & Josrpa KEIGHLEY, Worsted 
Manufacturers, Keighley, Yorkshire. Nov. 24, 3rd class. 

Mere, WILLIAM, Manufacturer of Plain and Fancy Hosiery, Leicester, 
Aug. 4, 3rd class; after a suspension of six months. 

Srmpson, RoBeRt, Draper, Sedgefield, Durham. om 17, 3rd-el 

Spencer, JosErpH Buakey, Joiner, Halifax, Yo rkshire., ‘Nov. 20, 
2nd class. 


Assignments for Benefit of _Crevitors, ° 
TuEspAy, Nov, 24, 

Detarorcr, Epwarp James, Victualler, Ivy “i Admiral Codrington, 
Green-st., Chelsea. Nov. 11. Zrustee, A. Young,’Gent., Downham-rd., 
Middlesex. Sols. W. J. & G. Boulton, Northampton-sq, 

ELperToN, NATHANIEL, Shopkeeper, Woodcots, Sixpenny Handley, Dor- 
setshire. Nov. 13. Trustees, W. J. Kingsbuty, Grocer, «Ringw 
Southampton ; J. Elderton, Shopkeeper, Cranhorne, Dorsetshire. Cre-+ 
ditors to execute on or before Jan. 13. Sof, Davy, Ringw 

Forrester, Witir1aM, Ironfounder, . Burslem,’ Staffordshire, Nov. 14, 
Trustees, E. Bowen, Ironmonger, Hanley, Stoke-upon-Trent; J. Brind-. 
ley, Farmer, Sneyd-green, Burslem; T. Swift, Mercer, Hanley., * Sol, 
Harding, Newcastle-under-Lyne, Staffordshire. 

Harrop, Witt1AM Henry, Peter Harrop, & WittiAmM Heyry, Ker, 
sHAw (Harrop Brothers & Kershaw), Joiners and Builders, whoa, 
Lancashire. Nov. 7. Trustees, IT. Swift, Slate Merchant, Wigan; J. 
Tomkinson, Stone Merchant, Runcorn, Cheshire. Creditors to execute 
on or before Feb. 9. Sol. Thomas, 8A Chapel-st., Southport. 

ManrsHaLt, Joun, Underwriter, 13 Angel-ct.,; Throgmorton-st, Nov. 17. 
Trustees, F. B. B. Natusch, Insurance Broker, 22} Gt. St. Helen's; D. 
Mackenzie, Merchant, 11 Cullum-st. ; T. Barker, Merchant, 3 Crosby-sq., 
Sol. Carritt, 24 Basinghall-st. 

Neip, Rosert, Cotton Manufacturer, Leigh, Lancashire. Oct. 29.° 2ras- 
tees, ¥ Sutcliffe, Commission Agent, Manchester; D. Skintiex,/Cettons 
spinner, Bolton; T. F. Johnson, Cottonspinner, Bolton, Sols, Rowley 
& Son, Clarence-bldgs., Booth-st., Manchester, 

OrLey, ANN, Widow, Corn Chandler, 266 Tottenham-ct.-r& ‘Nov. 17: 
Trustee, E. Sturdy, Corn Merchant, 50 Mark-la. Creditors to execute on 
or before Dec. 17. 
52 King William-st., City. 

HAFTO, EDWARD, Wine and Spirit Merchant, Durham, and Seaton Carew. 

Nov. 16. Trustees, J. Allison, Commion Brewer, Monkwearmouth Shore, 
Durham; J. Boyd, jun., Ironmonger, Durham. Creditors to execute 
on or before Feb. 16, Sol, Smith, 40 Saddler-st., Durham. 

Sautn, Jonn, Watch Manufacturer, Worcester.. Nov. 13. Zrustees,, W.. 
Loveridge, General Factor, Gt. Charles-st., Birmingham ; F. White, 
General Factor, Regent-st., Leamington. Creditors to execute on or 
before Jan. 13. Indenture lies at office of W. Loveridge, ; 112) Gt. 
Charles-st., Birmingham. : . 

TuLty, Tuomas, Builder and Innkeeper, Tudely, Kent. Nov.'17. “Zrus\' 
tees, J. Wheeler, Miller, Tudely; J. B. Norwood, Farmer, Pembury, 
Creditors to execute on or before Feb.’ 17. Sol. Alleyne, & Walker, 
Tonbridge. 

Wuson, Tuomas Francis (R. & J, Wilson), Corn Exchange: ' 
Trustees, Coventry, Cornfactor, 8 White’ Hart-et,, 'Lombard-st.; .R. 
Wright, Cornfactor, Mark-la. Sols. Druge & Sons, 10. Billiter-sq, 

Wricut, Wii11aM, Linendraper, St, Austell, Cornwall. Nov. 19. pape , 
F. Bell, Widow, St. Austell. Sols. Coode, Shitson,'& Co, ere 

Frmay, Wov. 27, 1857. 

ALLEN, Bensamin, Joiner,’ Whitchurch, "salop. 


Noy. 24, 


Nov. A. 


Griffiths, Plasterer, Whitchurch; J, Kent, Plumber, vif te ls 


ditors to execute on or before Jan. 3; ‘Sol. Bellyse,’ Audlem; ‘Cheshire. ;; 

Farpon, Joseru Assy, Miller, Treddington, -near; Shipston ee 
and of Droitwich, Worcestershire, Salt Manntacturer 
Trustees, C. Sturge, Corn Merchant, Birmingham ; / Busby; Tso, 
Moreton-in-the-Marsh, Gloucestershire; G. Wall, a Droitwich. 
Sol. Tombs, Dri oitwich. 

KEED, GEORGE Franks, Ironmonger, 3 Sussexrter., Westbdtirne- “grove, 
and 100 Crawford-st., Bryanstone-sy. Nov. 19% ‘Trustees, W. Wilson, 
Tin-plate Worker, Wardour-st.; Svho; H. Rogers, Gent., Upper 
Thames-st.; H. P, Andrewes,. Tin-plate ‘Worker, North-st-mews, Tot- 
tenham-ct -rd. Creditors to execute on or before Jan. 19, ‘Sol. Butler, 
jun., 191 Tooley-st. London-bridge. 

LEwis, James, Linendraper, Ashford, | Kent, Oct. 30. Trustees, W. 
White, jun., Warehouseman, Cheapside; T. Mansbridge, Warehouse- 
man, Wood-st. Sols. Ashurst, Son; & Morris, 6 Old Jewry. 

Marsa, Epwin Les, Plumber, Charlton next Dover, Kent. Nov. 2. 
Trustee, J, Gay, jun., Merchant, Lawrence Pountney-hill, London. Sol. 
Hewitt, 6 Nicholas-la. 

Mortky, James, Coalmaster, Watnall, Notts. Nov. 12. Trustees, D. New, 
Iron Merchant, Nottingham; A. Handyside, Ironfounder, Derby. Cre- 
ditors to execute on or before Feb. 12, Sol, Hunt, Nottingham. 


Indenture lies at office of B. Harben, Accountant, 
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Moon, Jonny, Ban -linen Warehouseman, Green-st., Grosvenor-sq. (who 
. died in May, 1853). Re Moon, Moon-v. Moon, V. C, Wood., Last Day 
Jor Proof, Dec. 5. Hearing, Des,.9, at, 12, 

WALSH, JONATHAN ROGERS, eet md Instrument Maker, 12'Bartholomew- 
8q., = Luke's, and'20 Chapel-st,,; ee (who died on May 2, 1855). 
Walsh v. Eschmann, V. C. Wood. Last Day for Prod, Nov. 2 
Woarteg. Nov. 30, at 12. 

Fray, Nov, 27, 1 

BEACHIM,': FARRINGTON, Mertens Clerk, , ri Dike-st., ‘Manchester-sq. 
(who died on Oct. 13, 1856). Beachim v. B .V. ©) Stuart. Last 
Day for Proof, Dec. 9. aorta Dec. 16, at'12, 

Dorr, Mary, Widow, - 21 Place endome, Paris (who died in Oct. 1854). 
Duff v. Duff, V. C. Wood, Last Day for Proof, Jan. 8. earring, Jan, 
15, at 3. 

Moss, Izarp, Spinster, Cirencester, “ Giotiestetsntre“¢ who’ “died sin Feb. 
1856). Looker v. Moss, V. C. Stuart. Last Day for Proof, Dec. 21. 
Hearing, Dec. 23, at 12. 

Pret, STEPHEN, Contractor, Mansfieldty Reatish:sagen (who died in 
May, 1857). Re Peet, Hodge », Peet, . C, Wood: Jor Proof, 
Dec. 7. Hearing, Dec. Hal Ruantor’ ( ho 

Woop, Tomas, Gent., 19 Hat .! Stamfords ae chark who 
died in May, 1856). Re Wood, toy oF anne v 
Wood. Last Day for Proof, Dee’ 8 Dee 11: at 12, 

CBlinting-tyy of Joint Ptah: Companies « ; 


TuEspaY, Woe, 24) WSTie OY ed fy 


ay Ve Unig ITED, Hs fe brasiesaipaet 
Far Works AND. WHEAL VirTvE MINING’ LLY. CG, wood! ety: 
at hig Chambers, on Die. 2, at ag ‘appoint an! Official: Manager (of, this: 


vans oa eel 
Se 


Kore 


YrrTnr 


Compan 
Inisq” Wate I LAND. Iaenovrasy Soorery. -v, of pisiddtey” Wry at 
cial Manager of this 


his Chambers, on Dec. 9, » appotint an'O) 
- Company. ase 


9 ri mene: Noy, 27, 1857, ie 
UNLIMITED, IN oe er 
Arurxn LiFe AssURANCE Socrery. —The: credita: 
to meét before V. C. Wood on Dee, 19, Side ese oy toa 
Selous or-more person or persons to represent 
proceedings before him, 
Escair Mwyn Minin Company.—Vu CG, Wood , on. Nov. ordered, this 
mi tobe absolute! lved as,from that date, 
Wood will proceed on 





Cc 
Gengxat 1 Iypemyity Insurance CompaNy.—V. 
Dec. 17; at 12, At his Chambers, to settle the list: of contributori 


SourH' Essex Gas Licur AnD CoKE COMPANY, for winding 2 
this; Company, was,.on Noy. 18, p' ft Mo et none ‘Chancellor 
Lynch White, which will ve heard fore ViGC.. sontuee Dec, ‘— 
R: Peckham, Sol. for Pet., 4 Serjeant’ssinn;, Pat ty 
Aes 099) TE Loren, gv Bankr 
Lonpow UNAPULTERA KL Foop, Compant ).2A 'pétitién for’ the 
: inding up of this meyer Pty was, aaae ce 21, pe ‘toithe Court of 


arikruptcy, in London, by Edward atin! Oulton Vicarage of the 


range Dil = and the Rev, Tho: ne te 
Aylsham, Norfo =~ theBev, teen allotted by 
on” Dec. .§ ‘at! ee White, ‘tL for Pet, y cote 


r. Com, Eva 
ampton-st.; Pred tags C 
Lonpow AND, BrrmungHaM [RON , AND ‘Hakpware Company (Limited).— 
ee. 15, at 13, in Basinghall-st., to audit 
be of’ yap mecaveckle and on Dee, 18, at 12, to make a First 


Mr, Com. Holroyd will sit, 6h: 
Seated Sem uestrations. 


ta 24, 1857, 

FRENCH, ‘Sami Cattle Dealer, Maybank, Pennicuik, 4 30, at 12; 
Cay & Black's Rooms, 65 Gedrge-st., Edinburgh, 18. 
M‘Aupan,! Jomx, WittiAm M‘ALLan, & ANDEEW 

‘Allan Brothers), Calico Printers, Glasgow; and at Dillichip, Dum- 
a tealex: Dee. 1, ab 2; Facuity-hall, St, George’s-pl., Glasgow. 
‘ov 20,» , 
wien LUE, pa Grocer, Glasgow. Ke 27, at 2; Faculty-hall, St. 
eorge’s-pL, Giasg ‘ow. Seg. Novi 1 

M‘MurfTRte, Jon, “sehpesint, so hd Nov. 28, at 12; Tontine 
Hotel, G nock. . Nov, 19. 

Scuuitz, Henry, Merchant, Greenock ane yaaa. tab Nov. 28, at 
12; Tontine Hotel, Greenock. Seg. Ni 

Srems, Hueu, Commission Agent, ety yy 27, at 12; Black Bull 
Hotel, Kilmarnock. Seg. Nov. 18. 

THOMSON, GEORGE, Manufacturer, Strathmiglo, Fife. Nov. 27, at 1; 
Buist’s Royal Hotel, Cupur-Fife. . Nov. 18. 

Wuyte, ANDREW BucHanaN, Sheriff- )fficer, Glasgow. Dec. 1, at 12; 
Faculty-hall, St. George’s-pl., Glasgow. Seg. Nov. 19. 

Fripay, Nov. 27, 1857. 

MACALISTER, WILLIAM (William Macalister & 00.) SI 
Manufacturer, Glasgow. Dec. 4, at 1; Faculty-hall, 
Glasgow. Seq. Nov. 25. "tt 

RagsipE, Jonny, & Joun Barsour Morrifon ( ie & 
Manufacturers, Paisley. Dec. 4, at 1; Kose and aor 
pl, Paisley. Seg. Nov. 23. 2990 

RoBERTSoN, ALEXANDER, Market Gardener, 

Dec, 4, at 2; ang My a St. George’s-pl., & x4 mg xr. 

Tait, JOHN, Baker, Ww, no’ 

. 8, at 1; Argyl] Hotel, Dunoon. Seg. Nov, 24. 


wl and Dress 
tans 


Ds 
ity- 


Orwell,” + hema sES (who died in © 








